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Digests of Recent Opinions — 


parking by an owner of prem- 
ises, in his driveway, of a com- 
mercial vehicle used by him to 
zo to and from work, does not 
violate a 
limiting use of the premises to 
one family residences and ac- 
cessory uses. 

Parking by an owner, in his 
residence driveway, of a com- 
mercial vehicle used by him to 
zo to and from work, is an in- 
cidental or accessory use of 
the premises. 

While zoning ordinances are 
to be liberally construed in 


yUNICIPAL LAW — ZONING — | 


zoning ordinance 


favor of the municipality the | 
court should not write a new | 


impose judg- 
intention 


ordinance nor 
ment based on an 


not clearly set forth in the 
ordinance. 
Digested from an opinion by 


AEC 


is J. C. C. rendered March 25, 
4) Morris County Court. Moun- 





in Lakes v. Mola. For plaintiff | 


Jeffers, Mountain & Franklin 
G. Dillon, appearing). 


or defen dant—Benjamin Yan- 





m ski 
DD earing). 


b> zoning ordinance of plain- 
# municipality in that he park- 
a commercial vehicle in the 
of his home contrary 
zoning ordinance. 
t appeals. 
stipulated that defend- 
ssidence is in a resident 
that defendant parked 
ulf ton pickup truck 
eway; that he used it 
york in the morning and 
home at night and for 
purposes during the 
a) ay from home, and that 
¢conducts no business from his 


dence 


aS eway 








zone; 
one-hé 
he dri 


29 to ¥ 





The zoning ordinance provides 
t in a residence zone no 
ing or land shall be used 
for purposes. therein 
which include single- 
dwellings, professional 
hen situated in a build- 
zused by the professional man 
als private dwelling, and ac- 
sory uses customarily inci- 
t to the specified uses. In 
t provides that acces- 
shall include, among 
garages but that 
e shall be permitted as 
céssory use except for pri- 
> of the occupant of the 
“Ing and only for the hous- 
: of pleasure cars, and, when 
mutted by the Board of Ad- 
nent, for housing not more 
. two commercial vehicles. 
mee The ordinance does not 
=essly prohibit parking of 
ial vehicles. Plaintiff 
at by implication such 
_is not permissible and 
at the ordinance should 
ly construed to imply 
iction. Though by the 
municipal ordin- 
=ss to be liberally con- 
“¢ in favor of the munici- 
| the Court should not 
ew ordinance nor im- 


ul 
ent 
v4 


ed 










ngs, 

















An 
ee4UL0T) 


$ in 


therefore 
lf into whether 
compl ained of is an ac- 
ised under the ordin- 


u 


re- 
the 








uses involve two 
ges those specifically pro- 
E ot such as the profes- 

ce use, and those not 
Y provided for but 
Sa matter of custom, 
ental to the primary 


a+ 














rold de deemed that the leg- 


~ intent was to include it 
-"ssory use has been de- 







aC as a matter of law 


fined as one customarily inci- 
dent to the principal use and so | 
necessary or commonly to be ex- | 
pected that it cannot be sup- | 
posed that the ordinance was in- | 
tended to prevent it. 

No commercial use was made 
of the premises by the defend- 
ant for any business. The charge 
simply is parking or permitting 


the parking of a cominerciai ve- | 
the | 


hicle in 
premises. 


the driveway of 


The court finds that 


115 to 22, 1960, 


E TO THE BAR 


During the Easter recess, April 
inclusive, Judge 
John Grimshaw, Jr. has been 
| designated as the Superior Court 
judge on duty for the purpose 
|of hearing emergent matters. 
| During this period Judge Grim- 
|shaw will be available either at 





| his chambers in the Court House, 


| Paterson 


from the admitted fact that de- | 


fendant used this vehicle to go 
to and from work, its parking 
was an incident to the permitted 
use of a single-family residence. 
Complaint dismissed. 


Nominations and 
Confirmations 


Governor Meyner sent the fol- | 
lowing nominations to the Sen- | 


ate: 


|County Court: SAMUEL R. CHI- 


(Robert B. Cooperman, | 


| ARAVALLI, of Bound Brook, to 


succeed himself. 
To be a Member of the Com- 


|mission on Civil Rights: SIDNEY 
Defendant was found guilty, in | 
t> municipal court, of violating | 


REITMAN, of West Orange, to 
succeed Herman Tublitz. 

To be a Member of the New 
Jersey State Board of Mediation: 
WALTER E. KOPS, 


lic), to succeed Mason W. Gross. | 


Executive Session 


In the Executive Session 
the Senate the following nom- 
inations were confirmed: 


To be Judge of the Somerset 


of North | Space v. 


De. | Caldwell, (representing the Pub- emg 4 et al (A-516-58, decided 


(telephone Lambert 
3-2178) or at his home (tele- 
phone Armory 4-5542). 
Edward B. McConnell 
Administrative Director 
of the Courts 


Opinions Approved For 
Publication 
March 22 to 28, 1960 
| NOTE: Copies of the opinions listed 
| below are sent to each county law 
library. Any member of the bar may 
secure a copy of the opinion in any 
particular case, without charge, by 
writing to the Clerk of the Supreme 

Court, State House Annex, Trenton. 

SUPREME COURT 
Adler’s Quality Bakery, Inc. et al 
v. Gasteria, Ine. (A-77, decided 
March 22, 1960) 

(Full opinion on page 1) 
Petitions for Certification 
Granted 

None 

SUPERIOR COURT 
APPELLATE DIVISION 
Div. of Employment 





March 22, 1960) 
| Reversed determination 
Commissioner of Labor and In- 


of 


in pee affirming decision of Di- 


| rector of Div. of Employ. Security 
that appellant operator of gen- 


To be Judge of the Superior |eral farm who commercially pro- 


Court: 


PETER P. ARTASERSE, | | duced milk for a creamery and 


of Jersey City, to succeed him-/raised minks to be sent to public 


self. 


To be Judges of the Somerset | ‘ ‘agricultural 
JOSEPH HALP- | which would exempt him from 


County Court: 
ERN, of Somerville, to succeed | 
himself. — SAMUEL R. CHIAR- 
AVALLI, of Bound Brook, to suc- 
ceed himself. 

To be Judge of the Mercer 
County Court: ARTHUR S.} 
LANE, of Harbourton, to succeed 
himself. 


Morris Bar To Consider 
Adoption Of Lawyer 
Referral Program 


The Bar Association of Morris 
County will hold a_ business 
dinner-meeting at the Town 
House on the Green in Morris- 
town on April 6 at 6:00 P.M. The 
meeting will be devoted to con- 
sideration of reports of the 
Board of Trustees and of com- 
mittees. 

Included on the agenda will 
be consideration of: 

1. A proposal to adopt the 
lawyer-referral program. 


2. Recommendations on pend- | 


ing legislation of interest to law- 
yers. 


3. Adoption of a new constitu- ; 


tion and by-laws. 


4. The attorney-physician in- | 


ter-professional code. 


Notice Re: Motions 


The motion day in the Super- | 


ior and County Courts for the 


week of April 11th will be Thurs- | 
day, April 14th since Friday, the | 


15th, is a legal holiday—Good 
Friday. 

There will be no regular mo- 
tion day in the week of April 
18 as the courts will be in Easter 
recess. 

The regular motion day for 
the week of April 25th will be 
Thursday, April 28th, since the 
annual Judicial Conference will 
be held on the 29th. 


| auctioneer did not come within 
labor” exception 


requirement to contribute to 


|State Unemployment Compens- 
ation and Disability Benefits 
| Funds (N. J. S. A. 43:21-19 (i) 


|7(A). While de finit ion of “agri- 
|cultural labor” as in cluding rais- 
ing of fur-bearing animals on 
| farm as contained in Federal 
Ins. Contribs. and Unemploy- 
ment Tax Acts is not binding in 
interpreting our sta 
have “persuasive significance” 
and in view of totality of opera- | 
tions in this Part icular case ap- | 


pellant’s employees were en- 
gaged in “agricultural labor.” 
| Greenfield v. Dusseault (A-699- 


| 58, decided March 24, 1960) 

Affirmed judgment for plain- | 
| tiff by Law Div. judge sitting | 
| without jury in auto collision 
|case.. While driver seeking to 
make U-turn across path of 
other traffic has duty to await | 
opportune moment and to exer- 
cise care in proporti on to in- 
creased danger involved in the | 
turn, mere fact that he drove 
from shoulder onto highway and 





(Continued on page 4, col. 5) 








New Binder Available | 

We have again obtained a/| 
supply of the new Temporary 
Binders for your weekly Law 
Journals. This binder will hold | 
one year’s issues of the Law| 
Journal. 

Bound in an_ attractive 
green grained, gold stamped 


cover, the binder contains an | | 


improved, easily operated 
screw-post blade mechanism 
which firmly holds your week- 
ly Law Journals for neat, 
ready reference. 

Price of $5.83 includes post- 
age and handling. Order to- | 


|day from N. J. Law Journal | | 


Publishing Co., 24 Edison PI., 
Newark 2, N. J. 





tute it is to | 


| | 


The New Jersey Supreme 
Court, last week, in an interest- 
ing and far reaching opinion by 
Justice Burling, held that the 


are absolutely liable for injur- 
ies and property damage sus- 
tained by non-negligent persons 
on the ground caused by a fall 
or collision of the plane. The 
court upheld the constitutional- 
ity of R.S. 6:2-7 which imposes 
such liability for injury or dam- 


flight of aircraft, or objects fall- | 


victim was guilty of contributory | 
negligence. 

The court also considered the 
principles and law relative to 
contribution and indemnifica- 
tion and held that the owner 
and lessee have a right of con- 
tribution from others whose 
negligence or fault was a con- 
tributing cause of the accident, 
and a right of indemnification 





owner and lessee of an airplane | 








Rules California School 
Libraries May Use Bible 


Los Angeles (ACCN) — Re- 
voking a 57-year-old edict, Atty. 
Gen. Stanley Mosk has ruled 
that religious books, including 
the Bible, may be used in pub- 
lic schools as library reference 


materials without violating stat | were named only in a schedule 


law. 

The opinion directly contra- 
dicts a ruling handed down in 
1903 by the then-Attorney Gen- 
eral, 
Bible could not be used in schools 
for any purpose whatever. 

Mosk’s ruling was based on a | 
new section of the Educational 
Code added last year and the 
result of a request for clarifica- 
tion by Assemblyman Ernest R. 
Geddes. 

The Attorney General 
however, the law still prohibits 
teaching of “sectarian or de- 
nominational doctrine,” includ- 
jing the reading of the Bible for 
lreligious purposes in classes. 

This does not apply when the 
|/Bible or works on religion are 
used for reference in relation to 
literary, historical or other 
| non- religious purposes, Mosk ex- 
| plained. 
| In 1955, Edmund G. Brown, 
|then Attorney General, issued 
the opinion that while direct re- 
ligious instruction in the public 
schools was prohibited, forbid- 
ding all reference to religious 
subjects would be “unthinkable.” 
Brown pointed out it would be 
| impossible to teach California 
| history without mentioning early 
Catholic missions, or European 
[history without reference to the 
|Protestant reformation. 

The Education Code amend- 
ment added the phrase “except 
that nothing herein shall re- 





|of school library collections.” 


Mercer Legal Aid Society 
To Be Honored 





| Marden To Make Presentation 





| The Mercer County Bar Asso- 
lciation is giving a testimonial 
| dinner in honor of its local Legal 
| Aid Society, tonight at 8:00 P.M., 
|at the Trenton Country Club. 
Orison S. Marden, nationally 
; known leader in the field of legal 
'aid and defender services, will 
| be the principal speaker and will 
|award a plaque to Bankruptcy 
|Referee Joseph Fishberg, who 





U. 8. Webb, who held the |damages sought. The complaint 





Aircraft Owner Absolutely Liable 
For Ground Damages But May Have 
Contribution Or Indemnification 


from one whose fault was the 
sole cause of the accident. 

The opinion was rendered in 
Adler’s et als v. Gaseteria, etc. 
Supreme Court No. A 177 Sept. 
Term 1959. Samuel A. Gennet 
argued the cause for the plain- 
tiffs. William Hart and Joseph V. 
Cullum argued it for the appel- 
lants Gaseteria and Bonded; 
John Milton, Jr., argued for the 
appellant Roscoe Turner, and 
Willard G. Woelper argued the 


age caused by ascent, descent or | cause for the appellant R.K.O. 


The opinion of the court reads 


ing therefrom, unless the ground las follows: 


This case arises out of a col- 
lision of an airplane with a tele- 
vision tower located in North 
Bergen Township, Hudson Coun- 
ty, New Jersey on November 8, 
1956. Numerous claims were 
made by persons living or work- 
ing in the immediate area of 
the tower involving real and 
personal property and incidental 
pecuniary losses allegedly caus- 
ed by the precipitation to earth 
of the debris of the accident. 
The Superior Court, Law Divi- 
sion, by its order dated August 
20, 1957, adopted the following 
procedure: a complaint was filed 
by one of the plaintiffs, Adler’s 
Quality Bakery, Inc.; the other 
parties claiming damages, twen- 
ty five in number, were to be 
considered parties plaintiff but 


| attached to the complaint, which 
ischedule lists the name and ad- 


| 


| airplane 


said | 
|question, and by 


|dress of each party, the nature 


of the claim, and the amount of 


alleges that Gaseteria, Inc., the 
| defendant, was the owner of the 
involved in the colli- 
sion, and thus was allegedly ab- 
solutely liable under the provi- 
sions of R.S. 6:2-7 for the dam- 
ages sustained by the plaintiffs. 
In its answer, Gaseteria admits 
ownership of the airplane in 
a supplement 


lto its answer, permitted by an 


| Division, 


order of the Superior Court, Law 
dated March 7, 1959, 
attacks the constitutionality of 
the statute on which the plain- 


tiffs’ theory of absolute liability 
is based. 

On November 25, 1957, Gaset- 
eria filed a third-party pation int 


against RKO Teleradio Pictures, 
Inc., hereinafter referred to as 
RKO, alleging that the latt ter was 
in control and possession, at the 
time of the collision, of the tele- 
vision tower into which the air- 
plane crashed, and seeking con- 
tribution from RKO as a joint 
tortfeasor responsible for a pro 
rata portion of all damages re- 
covered by plaintiffs against 
Gaseteria. RKO thereupon filed 
a fourth-party complaint against 
Bonded Gas & Oil System, Inc., 
hereinafter referred to as Bond- 


!ed, and Roscoe Turner Aeronau- 


strict the development and use /t 


| was one of founders of the Mer- | 


i |cer legal aid society. 


Corporation, hereinafter 
to as Ros coe Turner, 
against 
each under the Joint Tortfeasors 
Contribution Law, N. J. S. 2A: 
53A-1 et seq. According to the 
pleadings of RKO it alleged 
that Bonded and Roscoe Turner 
maintained, managed, operated 
and controlled the aircraft in 
question. Service of process was 
not made personally upon the 
fourth-party defendants, but 
rather by serving the summons 
and complaint on the Secretary 
of State pursuant to RS. 6:5-3. 
Bonded and Gaseteria filed a 
cross-claim for contribution 
against RKO. In its answer to 
the fourth-party complaint, Ros- 


tical 
referred 
seeking 


ic 


1S 





(Continued on page 5, col. 1) 
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EASEMENTS — Where one dur- 





Plaintiff sued to enjoin ,de- 


it is for the benefit of the part 


.|conveyed or for the benefit of 


the part retained. 


erties and now seek an adjudi- 
cation that they have a good 
and marketable title free from 


83 N. J. L. J. Index Page p | 


appear testator did not int, 
to charge the remaindern,. 
interest in real property. — 





























N 


ing unity of ownership utilizes | fendant’s use of plaintiff’s sew- It is conceded that plaintiff |any charge imposed thereon un- The expressions in the ear, por 
a part of his land for the bene- |} er and to recover damages. The |and her husband were bona fide}der the will. opinion seem to negate the a, ” 
fit of another part, an implied | trial court entered judgment for | purchasers for value. The only Antonio’s will directed his|istence of a charge and Deir or 
easement by grant or reserva- | defendant ordered her to share |question raised was whether |nephew, Pasquale, who died in| toward the existence or Creatip tra 
tion as the case may be, may |with plaintiff the past and fu-|they had notice, actual or con-|1953, to expend at least $5,000 | of a trust. The directions inp», 
arise upon his conveyance of | ture expense of maintenance of | structive, of the existence of the |and not more than $10,000 for | will may also be considereg , eal 
one of the parts. the sewer to be used by them in | easement. On this score the trial |the erection of a 6 to 8 vault|creating an “honorary try = 
—While ready visibility of a|common. Plaintiff appeals. court held plaintiff had the bur- |mausoleum, and to move thejone in which the trustee py, the 
claimed implied easement may| Plaintiff owns 33 Erie St. She | den of proving lack of notice and |remains of Antonio’s first wife|carry out the direction of +, - 
not be necessary to make it|and her husband acquired title |had not sustained that burden |from its then resting place and | testator but cannot be comp:j., 7?! 
“apparent” and place a pur-|in 1934. He died in 1952. Defend- |as to her husband. In this the | put it in the mausoleum with An-|to do so. Assuming a trust ty 
chaser on notice, it must have | ant is the owner of the adjoin- |court erred. tonio’s remains. It further di- | created, it would seem testat>; a 
been such that it was suscept- |ing property at 31 Erie St., sep-| In the absence of actual know- | rected that if Pasquale died, then | intent was to limit the obligaty, ati 
ible of ascertainment on care- | arated by a party wall. She and | ledge, or of circumstances suffic- | the executor named in the will|to the personalty since at , ne 
ful inspection by one ordin-|her husband acquired title in |ient to put them on inquiry and/|was to carry out these instruc- | time of his death he had amp, = 
arily conversant with the sub- | 1947. Her husband died in 1959.|}of which they were bound to | tions. | personal property to carry it 9; pee 
ject. There is no reference to a sewer |take notice, they were charge-| Testator’s will was construed |He did not anticipate the ¢ ae 
—Held, on facts, defendant did |easement in either party’s deed | able only with such facts as were |in an action in 1930 where it was | pression. ? 
not establish implied easement | nor in the chains of title. disclosed by the title records, |held that the will gave Pasquale; It matters not whether tall 
in underground common sewer} The sewer pipe runs from de-|and, as stated, there was no re-|a life interest in the residue| testator created a charge o,, et 
line which ran under and/fendant’s premises underneath |ference in the title records to|of the estate, the remainder to, trust. The result is the same : i 
across plaintiff’s adjoining | plaintiff’s premises where it con- |any easement. One who has ac- | Pasquale’s surviving issue; that | trustee is under no duty to cor on 
property. nects with plaintiff’s sewage |quired title and paid a valuable | the provision for the mausoleum | ply with the terms of a try; of | 
REAL PROPERTY — EASE-|lines and out to the common |consideration therefor, is pre-|was not intended as a charge} where compliance is impossip); tes 
MENTS — One who has ac- |Sewer in the street. It is entirely |sumed to be a bona fide purchas- |on Pasquale’s gift but empow- | The court may relieve an exer; Une 
quired title and paid a valid|Underground. There is no evi- jer for value without notice until |ered Pasquale to bind the estate | tor from the duty to carry oy Ef 
considerattion therefor is pre-|dence either party knew of the|the contrary appears, and the}in this regard confiding thej|a provision in a will where «joo 
sumed to be a bona fide pur-|©COmmon sewer until Dec. 1958}burden of showing the contrary|manner of fulfillment to his|herence to it would defeat ty, thal 
chaser for value without notice | When the sewer became stopped |rests upon the party alleging|judgment, and that the execu- |testator’s intention. It is impos. look 
of outstanding equities or|UP under plaintiff’s house. that title was acquired by the|tor and trustee should provide |ible to construct the specif tien 
claims not appearing in the| The premises were held in|purchaser with notice of the out-|the funds. | mausoleum for $10,000. To ; and 
title records, and the burden|COmmon until 1870, when de-|standing equity or claim. De- The opinion does not settle | pend over $20,000 for such py. pn 
of showing the contrary rests|fendant’s parcel was conveyed |fendant therefore had the bur-|the issue now presented, name- | pose would thwart the testator it ow 
on the party who alleges title |Out. Title to plaintiff’s parcel |den of proving knowledge on the |ly, whether a trust was created | intention. ote 
was acquired by the purchaser |came out of the common owner- |part of plaintiff or her husband, | or a charge imposed on the | Additionally, the erection of; ns 
with notice, actual or con-|ship by Sheriff’s deed in 1877.]and defendant did not discharge |ty for the erection of the mau- |mausoleum at this date ne -_ 
structive. While there was no proof as to|this burden. soleum. arily presupposes disint #, 1 
nee just when the houses were built} Defendant argues that the| The evidence shows that while |of the remains of deced 
Pe anes ge ey Papeete or the common sewer system in- |easement was “apparent” in the | Antonio's personal estate had an | his first wife. While the ¥ 
March 22, 1960. Appellate Div. stalled, the evidence indicated |sense in which that word is used inventory value in 1929 of over | of a testator as to disposition 
Wolek v. Di Feo. For appellant— | the sewer pipe was installed be-|in the cases imposing an implied | $25,000, when liquidated in 1932) his body are entitled to respe 
John H. Jobes (Darling & Jobes, fore the houses were built and/easement and that plaintiff is |only $16,539.02 was realized and ful consideration and ay! 
attys). For respondent--Rudolph the trial judge reasonably as- therefore to be held to have had |jafter taxes, legacies, fees and | weight, they are not testamer oly 
Markowitz. sumed that it existed in 1870. notice. In the instant case the |debts, there never was enough jary in character. After i 10S 
ae a Held: There is no express grant | pipe was entirely concealed from |available to construct the mau-|ment a body is in the cus 
or reservation of easement here | vision, and while the later cases |soleum. jof the law and removal or di Su 
because of the total absence of |do not require that the implied| The evidence further shows | turbance of such a body is su 
any reference to such an ease- | easement be readily visible, they|the present minimum cost of | ject to the jurisdiction ofa 
ment in the two chains of title. | do require that it shall have been | erecting such a mausoleum would ; of equity. This power shoul 
Nor is the easement one by pre- | discoverable on a careful inspec- | be $22,000. Plaintiffs seek a judg- |be exercised unless it be cl 








LEGAL 
FOR 
ALL 


compounded TRUST 
quarterly FUNDS 


Funds Insured up to $10,000 
by U. S. Govt. Instrumentality 


Transactions may be handled by mail 
FREE PARKING at Kinney Garage 
Your account or inquiry invited 


MOHAWK 


SAVINGS and Loan Assn. 

40 COMMERCE ST., NEWARK 2, N. J. 
Mitchell 3-0260 

Philip Klein, President 


33% 


per annum 










\ ib 





scription. The sewer easement, 
if any did exist, was one that 
arose by implication of law—in 
this case an easement by implied 
grant and not one by implied 
reservation. Since defendant’s 
property was the first to come 
out of the common ownership, 
and if the sewer was then in ex- 
istence, what was said in Pilar 
v. Lister 22 N. J. 75 is applicable. 
In the Pilar case, it was held 
where one during unity of own- 
ership utilizes a part of his land 





for the benefit of another part, 
a quasi-easement exists and up- | 
on the conveyance by the com- | 
mon owner of one of such parts, | 
an easement corresponding to | 
the preexistent quasi-easement | 
may arise which is called either | 
an implied grant or an implied | 
reservation depending on wheth- | 




















| ARTHUR 


- Financial Printers | 


SPECIALISTS in all printed forms and documents 
required for filing and registration with the 
Securities and Exchange Commission 


New Jersey Division of 


W. CROSS, INC. 





























Specializing in the Execution of 
Fiduciary and Court Bonds 


520 BROAD STREET, NEWARK MArket 4-0950 


TITLE 


INSURANCE 


PROMPT ¢ EFFICIENT * COMPLETE 


tion of the premises by one con- 

versant with the claimed use of 

the property. Such fact has not 

been established here. 
Reversed. 


WILLS — A testator may direct 
that his property be used for 
the embellishment of his grave 
and can charge his real estate 
for such purpose but generally 
personalty is the primary fund 
therefor. 


—Where testator mingles real | 


and personal property in re- 
Siduary gifts and a charge is 
found, it is often held both 
forms of property were meant 
to be encumbered. 

—Extent of testator’s personalty 
is entitled to weight in deter- 
mining whether he intended 
charge to be encumbrance on 
his realty as well as his per- 
sonalty. 


—The court may relieve an ex- | 


ecutor from the duty to carry 
out a provision in the will 
where adherence to it would 
defeat testator’s intention. 
—Held, where will directed erec- 
tion of mausoleum at cost of 
$5,000 to $10,000 and present 
cost would exceed $20,000, comp- 
liance is impossible and would 


not be exercised in absence of 
clear showing of good cause 
and urgent necessity. 


| TRUSTS—A trustee is under no) 
duty to comply with the terms 


of a trust where compliance 

is impossible. 

Digested from an opinion by 
Mintz, J. S. C., rendered March 


|22, 1960. Chancery Div. Renga v. 


ment that the directions of the 
will as to a mausoleum are im- 
possible to perform; that the 
real property passing under the 
will be freed of any charge, lien 
or claim for the creation of the 
|mausoleum; that they have good 
title without any charge impos- 
led by the will; and that the 
|court direct the setting aside of 
;enough money to erect suitable 
|headstones for Antonio and his 
| two wives. 

Held: A testator may direct 
|that his property be used for the 
embellishment of his grave and 
/can charge his real estate for 
such purpose. Generally, per- 
sonalty is the primary fund from 
which legacies are payable and 
ithe real estate is not charged 
with payment thereof unless the 
testator’s intent that it should 
be is expressly declared or can 
ibe fairly inferred. 

In his will, Antonio left resid- 
uary gifts of mingled real and 
personal property. Where a 
|charge is found in such situa- 
tions, it is often held that both 
|forms of property were meant to 
|be encumbered. Indicating a 
contrary intent is the fact that 
at his death testator left enough 
personal property to cover his 





shown that good cause and 1u 
gent necessity for such acti 
exist. The bodies here have be 
interred for over 30 years an 
there is no urgent necessity * 
disturb them. 

The real estate is ad 
freed of any charge, lien 0 
for the erection of a mau 
and the voluntary offer 
parties as to tombstones 
cepted. Judgment accordingly 
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stein v. United. For plaintiffs 


to disregard the form of a sale 
or purchase of corporate assets 
transaction when its charac- 
teristics are virtually identi- 
cal to those of a statutory 
merger or consolidation, for 
the purpose of insuring dis- 
senting stockholders of their 
appraisal rights. 


_Corporation will not be per- 


mitted to use device of pur- 
chase of all of another corpor- 
ation’s stock under R.S. 14:3-9 
and subsequent merger be- 
tween the buying and wholly 
owned selling corporation un- 
der R.S. 14:12-10 as a means 
of effecting what was in fact 
initially an agreement for 
merger of the two independ- 
ent corporations and thereby 
circumvent the requirements 
of R.S. 14:12-1 et seq relative 
to such mergers. 


_Under the corporation act and 


under the maxim that “equity 
looks to the substance rather 
than the form”, the court will 
look behind the form of a par- 
ticular corporate transaction 
and find it constituted a mer- 


ger if in fact and substance | 


it was such. 

Digested from an opinion by 
iy, J.S. C. rendered March 
1960. Chancery Div. Apple- 






eyy, Levy and Albert, and War- 

,Chasan & Leyner. For var- 
efendants—Kasen, Schnit- 
Kasen, Isadore Glauber- 
nd Maurice C. Brigadier. 
his matter was submitted on 
ion and stipulation for par- 
summary judgment on the 
sue of whether an agree- 
etween United and Inter- 
nd Epstein, and the trans- 
et forth in a Proxy Sol- 
1 statement amount to a 
r entitling dissenting 
holders of United to an ap- 
1 of their stock, and is 
re invalid. All other is- 
e expressly reserved. 





United is a New Jersey corpor- | 


Rhorized 





sicd and publicly held. The book 
aue of each share as indicated 
by the proxy statement is $31.97. 
Bs consolidated balance sheet as 


‘apital stock is 400,000 | 
nares Of which 240,000 are is- | 


|of May 31, 1958 shows assets uf 
$10,121,233 and liabilities of $2,- 
| 561,724 for a net capital of $7,- 
| 559,509. 

Interstate is a New York cor- 
poration. It has 1250 shares is- 


|sued, all of which are owned by | 


Epstein. Its consolidated balance 
sheet shows assets of $7,956,424, 
liabilities of $6,318,371 and a net 
capital of $1,638,053. Both cor- 
porations are engaged in the 
corregated paperboard and con- 
tainer business. 

United entered into an agree- 
ment with Interstate and Ep- 
stein which recites that it is for 
an exchange of Interstate stock 
for United stock. Nowhere does 
the word “merger” appear. Ep- 
stein agrees to assign his 1,250 
shares of Interstate to United in 
exchange for the 160,000 yet un- 
issued shares of United. United 
would thereby become sole owner 
of Interstate and Epstein would 
become a 40% owner of United. 
The agreement further provides 
United would take over all the 
stock of Interstate, that “all of 
Interstate’s assets and liabilities 
will be recorded on the books of 
the Company (United)” and that 
Interstate will be dissolved. Ep- 
stein agreed that at the closing 
he would deliver the resignations 
;of the officers and directors of 
|Interstate and its subsidiaries. 
|The agreement further stipulat- 
{ed that the Board of Directors of 
| United would be increased from 
7 to 11, and pre ordained who 
‘coats be the new officers and 
|new directors of United and even 
|the salaries to be paid. Epstein 
| would become president and, ad- 
|mittedly, would be in “effective 
| control” of United. The Proxy 
|statement says “The transaction 
| will be accounted for as ‘a pool- 
jing of interests’ of the two cor- 
| porations.” 
| The proxy statement advised 
|stockholders of United that the 
| proposal was submitted to stock- 
|holders solely because of the re- 
quirements of the New York 
|Stock Exchange; that only a 
majority vote was needed for 
adoption of the proposal, and 
|that stockholders who vote 
}against or do not vote in favor 
|of the proposal will not be en- 
titled to any right of appraisal 
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{of their stock. 

| Counsel for Interstate and 
|some of the other defendants 
| contend the transaction is not 
ja merger within R.S. 14:12-1, et 
|seq. SO as to require approval of 
|23 Of the stockholders of each 
|corporation and appraisal of the 
|stock of any dissenting stock- 
nolders as provided in R.S. 14:12- 
|3, but a valid purchase by United 
|of Epstein’s shares in Interstate, 
j}and thereby the property of In- 
|terstate, pursuant to R.S. 14:3-9, 
|to be followed by a merger of 
| United, as the parent corpora- 
|tion, with its wholly owned sub- 
|Sidiary, Interstate, pursuant to 
|R.S. 14:12-10. Thus it is claimed 
|that United’s dissenting stock- 
holders have no appraisal rights, 
;especially since R.S. 14:12-10 ex- 
}pressly provides that the ap- 
| praisal rights conferred by RS. 
14:12-6 and 7 in the usual merger 
under R.S. 14:12-1, shall not ap- 
ply to a merger under R.S. 14:12- 
10. 

Held: A merger of corporations 
is the absorption of one or more 
usually smaller corporations, 
by a larger corporation with 
the smaller ones losing their 
identity by becoming part of 
the larger enterprise. A mer- 
ger of two corporations con- 
templates that one will be ab- 
sorbed by the other and go out 
of existence, but the absorb- 
ing corporation will remain. In 
a consolidation, the two cor-- 
porations unite and both go out 
of existence, and a new amalga- 
mated corporate enterprise takes 
the place of the former corpora- 
tions. In either event the pro- 
visions of R.S. 14:12-1 et seq ap- 


ply. 
When a corporation sells or 
exchanges all or substantially 


all of its property, as permitted 
by R.S. 14:3-5, the stockholders 
of the selling corporation must 
approve by a 2s vote and object- 
ing stockholders of the selling 
corporation are given appraisal 
rights. But when a corporation 
buys the property or stock of 
another corporation, as permit- 
ted by RS. 14:3-9, stockholder 
approval is not required, object- 
ing shareholders of the purchas- 
ing corporation are given no ap- 
praisal rights, and the purchase 
may be paid for in cash or cap- 
ital stock of the purchasing cor- 
poration. 

Hence, if the purchase by Unit- 
ed of Interstate and its shares 
represents a bona fide utilization 
of the power conferred by RS. 
14:3-9, and if the intended dis- 
solution of Interstate represents 
a bona fide merger of a par- 
jent corporation with a wholly 
;owned subsidiary under RS. 14: 
12-10, without more, 
|dissenting stockholders would 
have no right of appraisal of 
their shares. 

But when an authorized de- 
vice, such as that provided for 
in a sale or purchase of assets, 
‘or a dissolution, is used to bring 
about a virtual consolidation or 
|merger, minority stockholders 
may object on the ground that 
a direct method has been au- 
'thorized for such a purpose. If 
consolidation or merger is per- 
; mitted through a pretended sale, 
| sale of assets or dissolution, min- 
|ority stockholders may be de- 
prived of their statutory rights. 
If the court were obliged to con- 
|sider only the device employed, 
ior the mere form of the trans- 
|action, a corporate merger in 
| fact could be accomplished with- 
lout any compliance with the 
| statutory rights of shareholders. 
| The corporation act does not so 
| require. And, it is a fundamental 
|maxim of equity that “Equity 
| looks to the substance rather 
| than the form.” 
| Each case must turn on its own 
| facts. In the instant case, every 
| factor present in a corporate 
|merger is found here except the 
| formal designation of the trans- 
action as a “merger’’, while few, 
if any factors, point to a bona 
| fide sale followed by a bona fide 
|merging of a parent and subsid- 
liary corporation. In fact, Inter- 
state would never really become 





United’s | 


a subsidiary of United. 
Accordingly, it is held that the 
combination of United and In- 
terstate contemplated by the 
agreement and explained in the 
Proxy resolution would be a 
practical or de facto merger, in 
substance and in legal effect, 
within the protection of RS. 
14:12-7; that shareholders of 
United were entitled to be noti- 
fied of their statutory rights of 
dissent and appraisal, and that 
the failure of United to take 
these steps and to obtain ap- 
proval of the agreement by a % 
vote at a properly convened 
meeting would render the pro- 
posed corporate action invalid. 


APPEAL — Appeal cannot be 
taken from an oral determin- 
ation or judgment dismissing 
a complaint; a written order 
or judgment must first be en- 
tered after settlement of form 
by agreement or on notice as 
provided by R.R. 4:55-1. 
Digested from an opinion by 

Conford, J. A. D., rendered, 

March 23, 1960. Appellate Div. 

Homeowners v. South Plainfield. 

For appellants — H. Frank Pet- 

tit. For respondent — Eugene P. 

Taylor (Joseph C. Doren, atty). 
Plaintiffs brought an action in 

lieu of prerogative writ attack- 
ing the legality of a resolution 
of the defendant Sewerage Au- 
thority. The Authority moved to 
dismiss the action because the 
complaint failed to state a claim 
upon which relief could be 
granted. On return of the motion 
the trial court stated it would 
dismiss the complaint. Plaintiffs 
objected to the form of order of 
dismissal submitted by defend- 
ant and no order was ever sign- 
ed, nor were proceedings taken 
to settle the form of the order 
on notice. Plaintiffs instead filed 
the present appeal. 

Held: The appeal must be dis- 
missed as there is nothing before 
this court to review. This court 
cannot pass upon the validity or 
propriety of an oral determina- 
tion dismissing a complaint. A 
written judgment or order must 
be entered after settlement of 
form upon notice to every ap- 
pearing party, unless otherwise 
specially provided by rule. R.R. 
4:55-1. 





It is the obligation of | 


both counsel to see to the entry | 


of a proper order or judgment 


embodying every formal deter- | 


mination of the court. The ad- 
judications of our courts can 


only be known through the rec- | 


ords thereof. Generally, if not 
universally, rules, orders and 
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Senator Backs Bill To Bar 
"Secrecy Gag’ On 
Court Documents 


Washington (ACCN) — Sen. 
Thomas C. Hennings Jr. (D-Mo.) 
recently introduced a bill that 
would prohibit federal judges 
from imposing “secrecy gags” on 
court records. 

The legislation would require 
federal judges to make available 
for public inspection court docu- 
ments. 

Hennings, chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Constitu- 
tional Rights, said his bill would 
prevent the “suppression” of 
such records and would guaran- 
tee to the people “the right to 
know what their government is 
doing.” 

Hennings said this need was 
seen in the recent action of four 
federal judges in Detroit who 
agreed to keep secret the pro- 
ceedings of a civil suit involving 
two officials of a company whose 
accounts were $856,757 short. 

He said the four district judges 
signing the order contended they 
were merely formalizing what 
had always been a power of the 
court. 

Hennings told the Senate he 
believed “what is happening in 
the courts of the land is a proper 
question for the people and the 
press to ask and know.” 








judgments are not effective un- 
less and until properly and pub- 
licly enrolled. 

Appeal dismissed without pre- 
judice to the right to apply for 
entry of a proper order or judg- 
ment below. P 
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(The edieniins on the “common level paahioue” 
this week will be published next week). 


CURB-SERVICE DIVORCES AND FULL FAITH 








In the recent case of Schlemm vy. Schlemm, the New Jersey 
Supreme Court gave fuli faith and credit to a Nevada divorce decree 
entered upon a finding by the Nevada Court that the plaintiff 
husband was a bona fide resident of Nevada. The wife appeared in 
the action through an attorney, and through him went through the 
pretense of cross-examining the husband on the matter of his dom- 
icile. Plainly the court was adhering to, as of course it should, 
Sherrer v. Sherrer, 334 U.S. 343, (1948) and Coe v. Coe, 334 US. 
378, (1948). Mr. Justice Jacobs, on behalf of the court, stated in 
stirring words that “the greatness of our nation measured 
largely by the readiness of its people to accept and observe con- 
stitutional interpretations and applications by the designated final 
arbitrator, the United States Supreme Court.” 

There is no doubt of the duty of our State Courts to adhere 
to the highest court’s rulings with all the deference at their com- 
mand, as Mr. Justice Francis agrees in his dissenting opinion. But 
that does not mean that its rulings cannot be subjected to respect- 
ful criticism. 

The problem surely cannot be resolved without an examination 
of the sociological implications involved. There are many people, 
undoubtedly of high moral persuasions, who hold it to be barbarous 
for the law not to provide the fullest possible freedom of divorce, 
so long as the children of the marriage and property interests are 
protected, and maintenance is provided the wife where maintenance 
is due. There are those with like persuasions who feel that mutual 
assent should be no defense to an action for divorce; that is to say, 
a divorce should not be barred merely because both parties want 
it and propose to go about securing it with decency. Persons with 
these views deplore the necessity for letting two lives waste away 
in hatred and malignancy, until one of them is driven into a semi- 
psychotic state of existence with no means of redress, unless one 
of them undertakes some extreme tortious conduct, that is, adultery, 
wilful, continued and obstinate desertion for 2 years, or extreme 
cruelty. 

There are, however, opposing social views espoused with equal, 
if not indeed more ardent fervor. These views are based on the 
following reasoning: The family is too delicate a part of the 
mechanism of our society. It must be maintained and Kept intact, 
where reasonably possible. The marriage relation cannot be severed 
by mutual consent, as tolerated by the law in some States; it 
becomes too loose an arrangement. And, besides, what of the 
children of the marriage? As Mr. Justice Francis says in his dis- 
senting opinion in Schlemm, “the number of broken homes with 
children under 18 has increased from 1.5 million in 1950 to 2.8 
million in 1956.” Advocates of the latter view welcomed the second 
Williams case, Williams v. North Carolina, 325 U.S. 226 (1945), 
which held that an ex parte divorce, obtained in a state by a person 
not domiciled therein, is not binding. 

But then, after Williams, came Sherrer and Coe, 
the doctrine of res judicata precludes a participating spouse and 


is 


er’s Official proclamation, a brief 
summary of the objectives of Law 
Day, a listing of “Your Rights Un- 
der Law as an American Citizen,” 
and excerpts from statements of 
national leaders commending the 
observance as an important na-!| delays in making payment to 
tional educational project. |claimants, in condemnation pro- 
The leaflet was designed to} | ceedings and in arriving at prop- 
meet the needs of bar associa-|erty appraisal figures are work- | 
tions, and other organizations | ing severe hardships on increas- 
sponsoring Law Day programs, for|ing numbers of American citi- | 
a brief document suitable for dis-|2€NS, as well as on governmental 
tribution to members of audi-|@ authorities. 
ences attending Law Day pro- | “Such problems as the unreal- 
grams of various kinds. It is in-|istic interest rate of 4 per cent 
tended for such occasions as ser-| paid to claimants on monetary 


in the present system. 
Speaking before the Condem- | 
nation Law Bar Assn. in the New 




















| blies, court ceremonies 
|lar events. 


| tions or as 
}ular church bulletins. 
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| bar 
country, 





|lowing the association’s dinner 


holding that | 


his privies (including, it has been held, children of the marriage) | 


from questioning a foreign court's 
ter. We submit respectfully that in this regard the doctrine of res 
judicata is not a matter of black and white. Cf. Restatement of 
Judgments, $10 (1942), holding that where a court, having jurisdic- 
tion over the parties, determines it has jurisdiction over the sub- 
ject matter, the unsuccessful party is nevertheless not precluded 
from collaterally attacking the judgment if there is a sufficient 
basis in public policy for denying to the determination the effect 
of res judicata. 

Dean Griswold of Harvard Law School, with his usual restraint, 
has written that under these decisions ‘‘a divorce may be obtained 
which must be recognized under the Full Faith and Credit Clause 
where there is what some may feel to be a passive fraud upon the 
court.” But there is no passive fraud upon the court, for many 


suspect that the court itself is a passive party to the fraud. It is | 


said that the states which create such courts in effect solicit the 
over-the-counter divorce business, and for business purposes in- 
vite perjurious testimony as to domicile. 

An enterprising prosecutor could possibly slow down the traffic. 
The foreign judgment, of course, is not, under any doctrine of res 
judicata, binding upon the State. One trial for bigamy would be 


jurisdiction of the subject mat- | 


|/Bar Association who developed 


| Burton, Edwin A. Kolodziej, Israel 





vice club meetings, school assem-| awards, the methods of arriving 
and simi-|at final appraisal figures, the 
It also is suited for|size of advance payments pend- 
distribution to church congrega- | ing final awards, pre-condemna- 
a supplement to reg-| tion delay, tax responsibility and 
Law Day | loss of business facilities and in- 
this year falls on Sunday, but|come will have to be solved be- 
| most civic and non-church obser- fore growing condemnation ac- 
tivities complicate the situation 


vances will be held during the 
week preceding or immediately | even further,” the jurist empha- 
following Law Day. sized. 

“The long delay between the 


Officials of the more than 1,400 
associations throughout the 
as well as the more than 


date the city acquires a property 
and the date of payment works 
650 Law Day USA committee|/2@ Considerable hardship in the 
chairmen whose names have been ©4S¢ Of home owners, owners of 
furnished to the ABA, will receive |SMaller properties who depend 
an announcement of the avail-|0 them for a livelihood, and 
ability of the leaflet. Bar Asso-|S™all business people. 
ciations, or other organizations} “These people have no quick 
or individuals, may order the|@bility to arrange financing and 
leaflet in any quantity over the|NO source of income to carry 
minimum 100 copies at one cent; them over the long wait before 
each—less than printing cost. {Settlement of the matter.” 
American Bar Association head-| In the matter of advance pay- 
quarters also announced that Law | Ments to claimants, Judge Tess- 
ler said that “the current prac- 


Day had been approved as a pub- | ** ; Be 

lie service project by the Adver- | tice of advancing 79 per cent of 
tising Council. Ine., screening the assessed valuation of the 
agency of the radio and television | Property is archaic and mean- 
industries The approval was ingless, with no sensitivity to the 
contained in the March-April | facts and circumstances exist- 


ing today with real property.” 
There is generally a substan- 
tial difference between assessed 
valuation and fair market value 
of a property and often, he em- 


bulletin of the Council, distribut- 
ed nationally to radio and TV| 
stations. The Council explained 
its approval was not intended to 


isplace regular public service s 

displ A - Pp |phasized, such advance payment 
time allocations on radio and idea 1 * less than the money’s due 
stations, but for additional con-| 2 


tributions of time over and above 
such normal schedules. 


of mortgages, taxes, water charg- 
es, etc. 

The jurist suggested: ‘“Tenta- 
tive appraisals could be made 





Middlesex Bar To 


Consider Labor Relations 
|condemnation) and such ap- 


|praisal amounts pressed upon 
the owner immediately after ac- 


To Discuss Role of Attorney In 
Labor-Management 


Relationships i 5 
elationship essary, a margin of error of 5-10 


per cent could be permitted. Not 
only would this eliminate to a 
| great degree the hardship to the 
claimant but it would save the 


New Brunswick — The Middle- | 
sex County Bar Association and 
the Public Program of the In- 
stitute of Management and 
Labor Relations at Rutgers-The 
one ee In the matter of tax responsi- 
cussion on the role of the attor- | bility, Judge Tessler stated that | 
ney in labor-management rela- a the ciny vate Vite Sh eee 
"ies Wes 7 i . |ned property after April 1 or Oct. 
tionships, to be held tonight in 1 (the day hich 1 

Oak Hills Manor, Metuchen, fol- 7 Oh ManeS tee eereee 

taxes are due for each half of 


the tax year), the claimant re- 


est charges annually.” 


meeting. ceives no adjustment for the re- 
Participating will be Frank X. | maining part of the tax install- 
McDermott, Norman N. Schiff | ment. 


and Milton Pravitz. 
Members of the program com- 
mittee of the Middlesex County 


“There is no sound reason why 
an owner should be obligated to 
pay taxes due for a period when 
he does not own the property. In 
a private transaction, the buyer 
assumes tax obligations from the 
date of his acquisition,” 
tice reasoned. 

As far as the interest rate of 
4 per cent is concerned, Judge 
Tessler feels that this figure is 
outmoded and should be replac- 


this activity include: Daniel L. 
Golden, Chairman; David Gold- 
smith, Jacob Ratner. Harry A. 


H. Saltman, Alvin LeBar, George 
G. Kress, Samuel Sladkus, Wil- 
liam H. Eichling, David Greene 
and David M. Baer. 








enough to bring the matter home to the public and curb the 
traffic. These are indeed rough measures for a State to undertake, 
but in an appropriate case, where the accused’s mens rea is as 
plain as that of the parties in Williams, they may be justified if 
they serve to awaken the sensibilities of our communities. 

Whether we go so far as this, or whether other proper measures | 
be devised, we feel and urge that some very considerable effort | 
should be made to find a legal remedy for this evil. 


| quisition of the property. If nec- | 
|March 18, 1960) 


York County Bar Assn. Building | he did not know how the gs; 
in Manhattan recently, Judge could legislate for small in 
Tessler pointed out that long | 


|Homeowner’s Taxpayers 


against the property in the form | 


| Wolek v. DiFeo (A-217-59, dec.- 


‘by the city (even prior to actual | 


| 
| 


| courts to provide for such cor. 
| pensation. ) 
He pointed out, naweres, th: 


and not for big people. 

“If you are going to start cor 
pensation for loss of busing; 
relocation (which is one of ¢. 
smaller items), and good wil] 
jis going to take an awful lot 
money and some awfully ¢; 
condemning authorities — };; 
ger than the City of New yY,- 
or the Port Authority — to ¢; 
the bill.” 

In discussing the problem 
precondemnation delay, Jug: 
Tessler said that during the p:: 
iod before actual conden 
rumors and preliminary off: 
discussions keep the _ proper 
under a cloud, with the 
that it cannot be sold, leased 
improved, without risk. 

Judge Tessler also recog 
the fact the sheer bulk 
demnation business also 
a part in slowing the pri 

















res 











He also suggested that cat 
a wide gap between appr aa 
made by the city and b ude 
claimant, that there be ir- tig 
dependent appraiser appoint: 


by the court or by a city offic: 
other than the corporation cc 
sel to advise the court. 
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co -ollided | with passing eh! 
does not require finding of co: 
tributory negligence where ths 
is evidence indicating exe 
due care. As plaintiff's c 
was not contributorily neg] 
as matter of law, findings 
judge thereon should not be 

turbed unless they are so w! 

unsupportable as to result. 
denial of justice. 
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| delivered to the Bar Foun 
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coe Turner offers three separate | 
all attacking the ef- 






defenses, 





and de 
the court. 

On February 2, 1959, plaintiffs 
4jed a motion for summary judg- 
we against Gaseteria, together 
t affidavits in support there- 

By its order filed March 9, 















1959, the Superior Court, Law 
Division, entered a summary 
‘ydgment against Gaseteria on 
the issue of liability, holding 
Gaseteria absolutely liable un- 
der the terms of RS. 6:2-7, and 
r ig its constitutional at- 
eks on that statute. From this 
rder, Gaseteria filed an appeal 
th the Superior Court, Appel- 


ision. 
“July 14, 1959, the Superior 
rt, Law Division, entered an 
disposing of various mo- 
made by the parties. Ros- 
urner moved the court to 
etermine the effectiveness of 
service of process made on 
to dismiss the fourth- 

y complaint for failure to 
state a claim on which relief 
ould be granted. Gasteria mov- 
or leave to amend its third- 
cake! against RKO, 
rily to add a count for in- 
ification. RKO moved the 
to dismiss the third-party 
aint and the cross-claim 
iilure to state a claim on 
relief could be granted, 
and further moved to amend its 
urth-party complaint to in- 
lude a count for indemnifica- 
1in the event that Gaseteria’s 
motion to so amend the third- 
arty complaint was granted. 
rial court rejected Roscoe 
urner’s argument that 


















it was 
t properly before the court, 
x that R.S. 6:5-3 was ap- 





able and that service of pro- 


made in accordance with 
1¢ terms of that statute was 
uficient to give the court in 
personam jurisdiction over the 
arty so served. In addition, th 1e 
al court granted RKO’s mo- 


tion to dismiss the third-party 

aplaint and cross-claim and 
Roscoe Turner’s motion 
0 ¢ ss the fourth-party com- 
pla The trial court also de- 

ed dGa seteria’s motion to amend 

thirc d-party complaint to in- 
lude a count for indemnifica- 
tion, and denied RKO’s motion 
) the same effect. 










2 1959, granted leave to ap- 
deal to Gaseteria, Bonded, Ros- 


ns cal the trial court’s or- 
of July 14, 1959, which were 
adverse to the respective par- 
Hes These appeals were consol- 

dated with the appeal made by 
a from the trial court’s 

March 7, 1959, granting 
s’ motion for summary 
gment on the issue of liabil- 
While these appeals were 














tiveness Of service of process 
nying the jurisdiction of 


pending in the Superior Court, 
Appellate Division, and before 


j}argument there, we certified 
them on our own motion. 
There are. several distinct 


questions, dealing with the var- 
ious orders rendered by the trial 
court, to be considered on this 
appeal. The first is the order 
granting summary judgment in 
favor of plaintiffs and against 
Gaseteria on the issue of liabil- 
ity. The second is the dismissal 
of the third- and fourth-party 
complaints and cross-claim by 
Gaseteria and Bonded for fail- 
ure to state a claim on which 
relief could be granted. The third 
is the denial of Gaseteria’s and 
RKO’s motion to amend their 
respective complaints to include 
a count for indemnification. The 
fourth is the denial of Roscoe 
Turner’s objections to the jur- 
isdiction of the court based on 
the allegedly defective service of 
process. 
I 

The first question to be deter- 
mined is whether the trial court 
properly granted plaintiffs’ mo- 
tion for summary judgment 
against Gaseteria on the issue 
of liability. R.R. 4:58-3 provides, 
inter alia, “A summary judgment 
or order, interlocutory in char- 
acter, may be rendered on the 
issue of liability alone although 
there is a genuine issue as to 
the amount of damages.” Gaset- 
eria attacks the judgment given 
on several grounds. 

R.S. 6:2-7, the statute which 
was the basis of the trial court’s 
order granting judgment, pro- 
vides: 

“The owner of every aircraft 
which operated over the 
land or waters of this State 
is absolutely liable for injur- 
ies to persons or property on 
the land or water beneath, 
caused by ascent, descent, or 
flight of the aircraft, or the 
dropping or falling of any ob- 


is 


ject therefrom, whether such 
ywner was negligent or not, 
unless the injury is caused in 


whole or in part by the negli- 
gence of the person injured, 
or of the owner or bailee of the 
property injured. If the air- 
craft is leased at the time of 
the injury to person or prop- 
erty, both owner and lessee 
shall be liable, and they may 
be sued jointly, or either or 
both of them may be sued 
separately. An airman who is 
not the owner or lessee shall 
be liable only for the conse- 
quences of his own negli- 
gence...” 

Gaseteria argues that RS. 6:2- 


7 is an unconstitutional exercise 
of the police power which de- 
prives 


owners of airplanes of 
their property without due pro- 
cess of law. The argument is that 
“the imposition of absolute liabil- 


ity upon the aircraft owner by 
R.S. 6:2-7 cannot be sustained 
unless the ownership and oper- 








law offices. 


Phone: 


MArket 2-2868 





Just Say... It's in USCA 


and the court will know you are referring 


|alternative, therefore, 
| the 


to U. S. Cop—E ANNOTATED—used constantly 


by Judges and in thousands of the nation’s 


USC 4 should be in every New Jersey law library 


SONEY & SAGE CO. 


744 Broad Street # 
Newark 2, N. J. 


be EN 





lis an uncertain means of over- 


|person responsible 


|ute in question. 
| National 


ation of aircraft be judicially 
determined to be an ultrahaz- 
ardous activity as to persons for 
whose benefit absolute liability 
is imposed.” Gaseteria thereupon 
cites Johnson v. Central Avia- 
tion Corp., 103 Cal. App. 2d 102, 


229 P. 2d 114 (1951); Boyd v. 
White, 128 Cal. App. 2d 641, 276 
P. 2d 92 (1954); and Southern 


California Edison Co. v. Cole- 
man, 150 Cal. App. 2d 829, 310 P. 
2d 504 (1957), to support its con- 
tention that aviation is no long- 
er considered by the courts to 
be an ultrahazardous activity. 
But see United States v. Praylou, 
208 F. 2d 291, 293 (4th Cir. 1953), 
cert. denied 347 U.S. 934 (1954); 
Margosian v. United States Air- 
lines, Inc., 127 F. Supp. 464, 467 
(E. D. N. Y. 1955) ;Restatement, 
Torts, $520, comment (d) (1938). 


25 J. Air L. & Com. 44, 49-50 
(1958). 
several statutes with the same jon the statute in question is that 
effect. Civil Aviation Act of 1940,|}it contains an unconstitutional 
12 & 13 Geo. 6, c. 67, Air Naviga- 


England has_ enacted 


tion Act of 1920, 10 & 11 Geo. 5, 


|v. 80. Concerning the latter, the 
|British Aerial Transport Com- 
mittee Report of 1918, 


mending the passage of the act, 
stated: 





The fault of this argument, 
however, lies in its premise. The | 
doctrine that extraordinary | 
hazard will subject the persons | 
responsible for it to absolute lia- | 
bility was infused upon the ord- 


inary rule of liability for fault | 
by the English case of Rylands v. 
Fletcher, L.R. 3 H.L. 330 (1868). 
See Morris, Torts, 240-242 (1953). 


But see Marshall v. Welwood, 38 
N. J. L. 339, 340-341 (Sup. Ct. 
1876). Some will use the 
device of the Rylands v. Fletcher 
doctrine to impose liability with- 
out fault when the complaint is 
of injuries arising from activi- 
ties which may be termed extra- 
hazardous. But that rule is con- 
cerned with common law liabil- 
ity. It in no way applies to leg- 
islative acts and is not a limit- 
ing factor upon them. The legis- 
lature has not improperly exer- 
cised the police power or violated 


-ourts 


due process merely because it 
imposes absolute liability on a 
person causing injuries. New 


York Central R.R. v. White, 243 


U.S. 188 (1917); City of Chicago 
v. Sturges, 222 U. S. 313 (1911); 
Crowell v. Benson, 235 U.S. 22 
(1932). Rather, when such ac- 
tion has been taken, the ques- 
tion is whether the law is rea- 
sonable, not arbitrary or capri- 
cious, and whether it bears a 
real and subst relation to 
the end sought to be attained. 
Nebbia v. New York, 291 U. S. 
502, 525 (1934) 

The essential reasonableness 
of the statutory imposition of 
absolute liability in question 
stems, at least arguably, from | 
the problems of proof of fault | 


encountered by a person dam- 
aged by falling aircraft (or fall- 
ing debris from aircraft) who 
seeks recovery for those dam- 
ages. Proof of negligence, for 
many different reasons, is diffi- 
cult to obtain in a large number 
of such cases. Sweeney, Is Spec- 
ial Aviation Liability Legislation 
Essential?, 19 J. Air L. & Com. 
166, 168-170 (1952). Even if such 
proof is obtainable, the expense | 
involved is frequently very high, | 
and often prohibitive. See Speis- | 
er, Liability Problems in Airline 
Crash Cases, Practical Lawyer, 
March 1957, p. 17. Application of 
the doctrine of res ipsa loquitur 





coming these problems. McLarty, 
Res Ipsa Loquitur in Airline 
Passenger Litigation, 37 Va. L. 
Rev. 55, 80 (1951). A practical 
is to place 
risk of ground damages 
caused by aircraft, or at least 
the risk of recovering from the 
for the fault 
causing such damages, on a per- 
son other than the damaged 
party—such as the owner of the 
aircraft as was done in the stat- 
See Prentiss v. 
Inc., 112 F. 
Supp. 306, 310 (D. N. J. 1953). 
These considerations, some 
scholars argue, indicate that the 
aircraft industry should bear 
common law absolute liability. 
Restatement, Torts, $520, com- 
ment (d) (1938). Both France 
and Italy, by statute, impose ab- 
solute liability on some segment 
of the aviation industry in favor 
of the victim of a falling air- 
craft. Mankiewicz, Some Aspects 
of Civil Law Regarding Nuisance 
and Damage Caused by Aircraft, 


Airlines, 





“Admittedly persons on land 
are practically powerless to en- 
sure their own safety by pre- 
cautionary measures against 
damage caused by the fall of 
aircraft or of objects carried 
therein ... [A]Js far as dam- 
ages done by aircraft is con- 
cerned the deprivation of the 
landowner of what is almost 
certainly an existing right of 
property should be compens- 
ated by what will be in effect 
insurance of himself and his 
property against such dam- 
age. Nor do we think that in 
practice the expense of insur- 
ing himself against third par- 
ty risks will prove very bur- 


densome to the owner of air-| 


craft.” Quoted in Bogert, Prob- 
lems in Aviation Law, 6 Cor- 
nell L.Q. 271, 300 (1921). 


The statute to which the Com- 


mittee 


referred bears striking 


resemblance to Section 5 of the 
Uniform Aeronautics Act (which 
was enacted in this State and 
appears as RS. 6:2-7) and the 
comments of the Committee are 
as cogent now as then. Mani- | 
festly, to shift the risk of ground 
damages caused by aircraft from 
the victim thereof to the better 
risk bearer is within the legis- | 


lative power to act in behalf of | 


the general welfare. 


The above discussion reveals 


(1956). 
The second ground of attack 


classification contrary to the 
equal protection clause of the 
Fourteenth Amendment to the 
|Federal Constitution and con- 


recom- trary to Art. I, Parag. 1 and Art. 


4, Sec. 7, Parags. 8 and 9 of N. J. 
Const. 1947. The argument pro- 
ceeds from those portions of RS. 
6:2-7 which impose absolute lia- 
bility on the owner or lessee of 
the aircraft for damages caused 
by falling aircraft, but impose 
only liability for fault on the 
operator thereof. This distinc- 
tion, Gaseteria argues, is unrea- 
;sonable. This argument must 
ifall, however, if there is any 
|reasonable basis supporting the 
'classification made by the leg- 
|islature. Morey v. Doud, 354 U.S. 
|457, 463 (1957). And, as indicated 
above, it may be stated that one 
| reason for the statutory scheme 
is to place the risk of loss, or the 
risk of ultimate recovery from 
the person actually at fault, on 
the better risk bearer, which 
would be the owner of the air- 
craft in an overwhelming num- 
| ber of cases. This being a valid 
legislative purpose, the classifi- 
;cation adopted to achieve the 
;purpose is entirely reasonable 
and must be sustained. 
The third ground of attack on 
R.S. 6:2-7 is based on the Com- 








(Continued on page 6, col. 1) 
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that the statute in question is a | 


reasonable measure, 


not arbi- 


trary or capricious, and bears a 
real and substantial relation to 


the end sought to be 
The statute therefore 


achieved. 
does not 


violate Gaseteria’s rights under 


Art. I, Parag. 1 
Const. 


or 20 of N. J. 


1947, or under the due 


process clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment of the Federal Con- 


stitution. 


See Gundaker Central 


Motors v. Gassert, 23° N. J. 71, 78 
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merce Clause of the Federal 
Constitution, Art. I, Sec. 8, 
Clause 3. Gasteria argues that 
the statute places an unreason- 
able burden on interstate com- 
merce and hence is invalid at 
least insofar as it applies to an 
interstate flight such as the one 
which resulted in the collision 
giving rise to the instant litiga- 
tion. In Prentiss v. National Air- 
lines, Inc., 112 F. Supp. 306 
(D. N. J. 1953), an identical ob- 
jection was raised against RS. 
6:2-7. There the court stated: 


“". . The statutory provisions 
in question clearly show that: 
(1) They do not affect the act- 
ual movement of airplanes in 
interstate commerce. 

(2) They do not affect the 
average airplane, even finan- 
cially, as would a tax. 

(3) They only affect an air- 
plane owner financially on the 
occurrence of an _ accident. 
Such an accident the defend- 
ant owners will certainly agree 
is not the ordinary result of 
air travel. 

(4) The benefit of the statu- 
tory provisions does not go to 
any one who in any wise par- 
ticipates in such air travel, 
such as passengers, but only 
to those who are, under ordin- 
ary circumstances, entire 
strangers to air travel, and 
who are totally without fault 
themselves. 

“It is obvious from the above 
that the effect of the above 
statutory provisions on inter- 
state commerce is indirect and 
casual. It is equally obvious 
that the effect of such statu- 
tory provisions on the public 
welfare has the clearest of 
reason in its support, and isa 
rational exercise of the police 
power. The principle has been 
settled in a host of cases that 
if a statute is a proper exer- 
cise of the police power, and 
has but an indirect effect upon 
interstate commerce, it is not 


an invalid interference with 
interstate commerce.” 112 F. 
Supp. at 314. 


We agree with these conclusions, 





LEGAL SIZE FILE CABINETS 


USED & NEW 
Full Suspension—"A" Grade 
Complete Line of Office Equipment 
EDELSTEIN OFFICE FURN. WHSE. 
200 Montgomery St, Paterson, NJ 
LA 3-6153 

















Seeking Information? Confidential Investigation 
Call Eliz. 2-2151 or Eliz 2-3359 
Licensed and Bonded Established 1935 
“DOMESTIC CASES OUR SPECIALTY” 
CIVIL - CRIMINAL - DIVORCE 


HANUS NATIONAL 
DETECTIVE AGENCY 


(Round the clock 24 hour service) 
1143 East Jersey St., Elizabeth 4, N. J. 











pow OVER 40 YEARS EXPERIENCE ™"™"™""" 


APPRAISER 


REAL & PERSONAL PROPERTY, 
ESTATES, INHERITANCE TAX, 
FEDERAL, STATE & COUNTY COURTS 
— ESTATES LIQUIDATED — 


M. R. LANES 
45 CLINTON STREET, NEWARK 2, N. J. 
MArket 2-7298 





| 








and we hold that the statute in 
question does not impose an ur- 
constitutional burden on inter- 
state commerce. 

Gaseteria contends that even 
should the statute be held con- 
stitutional the summary judg- 
ment on the issue of liability 
should not have been granted 
since the “pleadings, admissions, 
and moving affidavits did not 
show palpably the absence of a 
genuine issue as to any material 
fact challenged and that plain- 
tiffs were entitled to judgment 
as a matter of law,” inasmuch 
as plaintiffs “failed to establish 
that the crash of the aircraft 
owned by defendant was the 
proximate cause of the damages 
allegedly sustained by plain- 
tiffs.’ We hold, however, that 
the trial court’s action was prop- 
er, and that this objection to it 
must fail. Nowhere is it suggest- 
ed that any other cause could be 
responsible for the damages al- 
leged other than general denials 
contained in Gaseteria’s answer. 
The affidavit submitted by 
plaintiffs in support of their mo- 
tion for summary judgment 
clearly indicates that the losses 
complained of were a result of 
the crash of the airplane Gase- 
teria admits it owned. Of course, 
the summary judgment was on 
the issue of “liability” only, and 
all plaintiffs must nonetheless 
demonstrate by adequate proof 
the amount of their losses in 
fact occasioned by the crash. 
That these questions remain, 
however, is no reason to deny 
plaintiffs summary judgment 
holding Gaseteria at least pri- 
marily liable for all legal dam- 
ages resulting proximately from 
the crash, according to the 
terms of R.S. 6:2-7. That fault, 
and hence ultimate responsibil- 
ity, may lie elsewhere than in 
the “ascent, descent or flight of 
the aircraft” does not vitiate the 
effect of R.S. 6:2-7 as between 
the damaged party and the own- 
er of the aircraft. Thus the trial 
court’s order granting summary 
judgment in favor of plaintiffs 
and against Gaseteria on the 
issue of liability will be sustained. 

II 

The second problem to be con- 
sidered is whether the trial court 
properly dismissed the third- 
party complaint filed by Gase- 
teria against RKO for contribu- 
tion under the Joint Tortfeasors 
Contribution Law, N. J. S. 2A: 
53A-1, et seq., and RKO’s fourth- 
party complaint for similar re- 
lief from Roscoe Turner and 
Bonded. 

N. J. S. 2A:53A-1 provides: 

“For the purpose of this act 
the term “joint tortfeasors” 
means two or more persons 
jointly or severally liable in 
tort for the same injury to 
person or property, whether 
or not judgment has been re- 
covered against all or some of 
them. A master and servant 
or principal and agent shall 
be considered a single tort- 
feasor.” 

N. J. S. 2A:53A-3 provides: 

“Where injury or damage is 

suffered by any person as a 
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result of the wrongful act, ne- 


glect or default of joint tort- 
feasors, and the person so 
suffering injury or damage re- 
covers a money judgment or 
judgments for such injury or 
damage against one or more 
of the joint tortfeasors, either 
in one action or in separate 
actions, and any one of the 
joint tortfeasors pays such 
judgment in whole or in part, 
he shall be entitled to recover 
contribution from the other 
joint tortfeasor or joint tort- 
feasors for the excess so paid 
over his pro rata share; but 
no person shall be entitled to 
recover contribution under 


this act from any person en- 

titled to be indemnified by 

him in respect to the liability 
for which the contribution is 
sought.” 

RKO argues that Gaseteria’s 
infliction of damages on the 
plaintifis was not a “wrongful 
act, neglect or default” as used 
in N. J. S. 2A:53A-3 and thus no 
contribution under the Joint 
Tortfeasors Contribution Law 
can be allowed. For a “wrongful 
act, neglect or default” to have 
occurred, it is argued, there must 
be some fault involved in the 
act. From this it is concluded 
that inasmuch as liability under 
R.S. 6:2-7 is imposed without 
regard to fault Gaseteria has 


committed no “wrongful act, 
neglect or default” and hence 


cannot recover under the Joint 
Tortfeasors Contribution Law. 
We cannot agree, however, 
that the phrase “wrongful act” 
necessarily connotes fault, thus 
excluding from the benefits of 
the Contribution Law any party 
whose liability is based on lia- 
bility without fault. In United 
States v. Praylou, 208 F. 2d 291 
(4th Cir. 1953) cert. denied, 347 
U.S. 934 (1954), a similar prob- 
lem was presented. In that case, 
plaintiffs suffered damages as a 
result of airplane crashes, which 
planes were owned by the United 
States and operated by its ser- 
vants on government business. 
The damages were to persons 
and property on the ground, and 
they occurred in South Carolina, 
which had enacted a _ statute 
identical with R.S. 6:2-7. The 
plaintiffs sued under the Fed- 
eral Tort Claims Act, 28 U.S. C. 
$$1346 (b) and 2674, seeking to 
hold the government absolutely 
liable under the terms of the 
State act. The United States ar- 
gued that inasmuch as the Fed- 
eral Tort Claims Act allows re- 
covery only for injuries “caused 
by the negligent or wrongful 
act or omission of any employee 
of the Government while acting 
within the scope of his employ- 
ment ...”, 28 U. S. C. §1346(b), 
the government could not be 
made to answer in damages un- 
der a statute imposing liability 
without fault. Answering this 
argument, the court said: 
“The weakness of the position 
of the government is that it 
overlooks the fact that the 
effect of the South Carolina 
Statute is to make the inflic- 
tion of injury or damage by 
the operation of an airplane 
of itself a wrongful act giving 
rise to liability ... 
“It should be noted that the 
liability asserted here against 
the government is not one 
arising out of the mere posses- 
sion of property, but one cre- 
ated by law for the invasion 
of personal and_ property 
rights. It is clearly within the 
power of the state to enact 
legislation imposing such lia- 
bility, and it is equally clear 
that any such invasion of 
rights, whether intentional or 
not, can be made a wrongful 
act on the part of the one 
guilty of the invasion, and is 
made such by a statute im- 
posing liavility therefor. As 
said in the A. L. I. Restatement 
of Torts, p. 16, the word “tor- 
tious”, which means wrongful, 
‘is appropriate to describe not 
only an act which is intended 
to cause an invasion of an in- 
terest legally protected against 


intentional invasion, or con- | 
duct which is negligent as} 
creating an unreasonable risk 
of invasion of such an interest, 
but also conduct which is car- 
ried on at the risk that the 
actor shall be subject to lia- 
bility for harm caused there- 
by, altnuugh uo such harm is 
intended and the harm can- 
not be prevented by any pre- 
cautions or care which it is 

practicable to require.’” 206 F. 

2d at 293. 

The same reasoning may be 
applied here. The “wrong/u! act” 
required by the Joint Tortfeas- 
ors Contribution Law, N. J. S. 
2A:53A-3, consists, in this case, 
of the infliction of injuries 
“caused by ascent, descent, or 
flight of the aircraft, or the 
dropping or falling of any ob- 
ject therefrom .. .” It is clear 
that the term “wrongful act” in- 
cludes any action resulting in 
the imposition of absolute liabil- 
ity under RS. 6:2-7. 

The cases cited by RKO on 
this question, Farren v. New Jer- 
sey Turnpike Authority, 31 N. J. 
Super. 356 (App. Div. 1954); and 
Yearicks vy. City of Wildwood, 23 
N. J. Super. 379 (Law Div. 1952), 
are not on point. They held that 
a third party could not seek con- 
tribution from the employer of 
the person seeking damages 
when the employer would be 
liable to that person under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act. 
There is no analogy between 
that situation and this, however. 
Contribution there would have 
had the effect of holding the 
employer liable to the employee 
on account of negligence, a re- 
sult expressly prohibited by the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act. 
On the other hand, allowing 
contribution in the manner 
sought here would have no such 
effect. For this reason those 
cases are not persuasive here. 

RKO contends, however, that 
the Joint Tortfeasors Contribu- 
tion Law requires that the party 
seeking contribution be liable 
for the same tort as the party 
from whom contribution is 
sought. It is asserted that since 
plaintiffs could not recover from 
RKO under RS. 6:2-7, neither 
can Gaseteria, whose liability to 
plaintiffs is predicated on that 
statute, recover from RKO un- 
der the Joint Tortfeasors Con- 
tribution Law. 

The standard which must be 
met by a party seeking contri- 
bution from another under the 
Joint Tortfeasors Contribution 
Law is set out in Sattelberger v. 
Telep, 14 N. J. 353, 367 (1954) 
where it is stated: 

“The plaintiff must prove that 

he and the defendant in con- 

tribution are in aequali jure; 
he cannot prevail unless the 

injured person also had a 

cause of action for the tortious 

injury against the defendant 

called on for contribution.” 
This requires, however, only that 
the injured person have a cause 
of action against both plaintiff 
and defendant in contribution 
and that permitting plaintiff in 
contribution to recover from de- 
fendant in contribution would 
have essentially the same effect 
as permitting the injured person 
to recover one-half his damages 
from both wrongdoers, assum- 
ing both are solvent. Failure to 
meet this standard explains the 
result in Kennedy v. Camp, 14 
N.J. 390 (1954) where it was held 
that a party sued by an injured 
person could not seek contribu- 
tion from that injured person’s 
spouse, since the effect would be 
to give the injured spouse a 
cause of action against the 
spouse causing injury, which ef- 
fect was never intended by the 
Joint Tortfeasors Contribution 
Law. The same reasoning re- 
quired the result reached in 
Lutz v. Boltz, 48 Del. 197, 100 A. 
2d 647 (Super. Ct. 1953), cited 
by RKO in its brief, which held 
that a plaintiff in contribution 
could not recover from a defend- 
ent in contribution for the lat- 
ter’s negligence causing damages 
to the injured party, when the 
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injured party was prevent, 
from recovering for such injy. 
ies from the defendant in ¢o,. 


tribution, except insofar as the, 


resulted from the latter’s wil; 
and wanton recklessness, by th, 
Delaware Automobile Gy; 
Statute. Farren v. New Jerse, | 
Turnpike Authority, 31 N.; 
Super. 356 (App. Div. 1954), ap. 
Yearicks v. City of Wildwoog 
23 NJ. Super. 379 (Law Dj 
1952, both discussed supra, :;. 
explainable in the same manne: 
In Wilson v. Massagee, 224 Nc 
705, 32 S.E. 2d 335 (Sup. Ct: 194 
plaintiff in contribution, 
to the injured person’s admir. 
istratrix by virtue of the Sta: 
Death Act, sought contributio; 
from defendant in error, lia}): 
under the Federal Employ 
Liability Act. The court r 
to allow such relief, 
policy dictating this result 
cates that that case is dist 
ishable from the one at 
Under the Federal Employ 
Liability Act, any damage 
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sessed against the defe: 
are to be reduced by the ju 
a comparative negligence 
As a practical matter, therefo 
to allow the railroad in that 
to be made a defendant in 
tribution would deny 
benefits of this provision, 
the monetary obligation ¢ 
injured person of the pla 
in contribution is different fror, 
that of the defendant in cor. 
tribution. 


The practical problem whic 
RKO seeks to raise by this argu. 
ment is that if Gaseteria is a- 
lowed contribution because ¢' 
fault found to have been con- 
mitted by RKO the latter cou 
be made to respond 
amount of half the judg 
rendered against G:; ri 
which was absolutely liable fo 
all injuries. This means i 
argued, that RKO could be suc- 
jected to liability for d ge 
which, as to it, were not 
seeable. The answer to the prot 
lem, however, is that RKO car- 
not be held to be a joint tor’ 
feasor within the mean 
the Joint Tortfeasors Cc 
tion Law unless the dam 
the satisfaction of which it cor 
tributes are foreseeable to : 
since this is a vital element 0 
the fault which must be 
to exist if contribution is to° 
allowed. There is, therefore, * 
difficulty in allowing a par 
liable for negligence to be sué 
as a joint tortfeasor by a par 
absolutely liable, since th 
is the same as if both 
committed torts of an id 
nature. We may note 
point, however, that we 
deciding the question of w 
RKO owed no duty to Ga 
and hence could not be a 
in respect to the collisio 
by precluding the poss 
RKO being a joint t 
under the Joint To 
Contribution Law. This 
has not been raised at an} 
of this litigation and we ¥- 
not undertake to consider it n0* 


RKO’s final argument 
ing the third-party con 
request for contribution i 
to grant such relief 
thwart the legislative 
of RS. 6:2-7 insofar as ‘ha 
was intended to render un 
sary any proof that 
proximate cause of gro 
jury resulting from fall 
craft or falling debris fro! 
craft was connected in s0m 
manner with the aircraft. + 
argument, however, 
merit. By its terms, the s 
applies only to innocent 1 
persons who seek to recov P 
their injuries caused by [alu 
aircraft. It nowhere 
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appea:> 
that the legislature intended 0 
prevent the owner from seekiné 
contribution from any OF 
person whose fault contribute 
to the injuries suffered DY hore 
innocent victim. That the st" 
ute requires the injured pets 
to be without fault contributin: 
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islature was concerned 
cing the risk of loss with 
party responsible for it. 
the statute is silent as to 
ility of third parties, ac- 
t fault, to the owner of 
raft it is logical to as- 
that ultimate responsi- 
es between such parties is 
epend on ordinary tort prin- 
since otherwise the legis- 
would have’ expressly 
i the relationships to gov- 
such situations. There is 
fundamental distinction be- 
-veen a person who has suffered 
F through no fault of his 
d who seeks to shift those 
es to another better able 
hem, and a person who 
na iffered no damages but 
snose fault could have contribu- 
‘ed to or been the sole cause of 
njuries to others. There is also 

fundamental distinction in 
‘oof problems in an action 
n an injured person seek- 
‘ng to shift the loss to the air- 
raft owner, and on action be- 
aircraft owner, held 
ly liable by the injured 
1, seeking to shift part or 
of the loss to a third person 
ho must be shown to be at 
‘gult. These distinctions indi- 
ate that inasmuch as the legis- 
ture spoke expressly only as 
injured party-aircraft 
ner situation, it intended the 
craft owner-third party situ- 

to be governed by ordinary 
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hold, therefore that Gase- 
eria’s third-party complaint 
contribution against RKO 
hould not have been dismissed 
for failure to state a cause of 
n which relief could be 
i. Nor does there appear 
son why RKO should be 
d initially from seeking 
bution from Roscoe Turner 
nded, but the status of 
of the litigation will 
subject of further dis- 
infra. 
Ill 
The third question is whether 
‘ae trial court’s denial of Gase- 
‘tla’s application for leave to 
end its third-party complaint 
ide a count in indemnity 












a yer, and also whether 

¢ denial of RKO’s similar re- 

lest s correct. 

We hold that Gaseteria’s ap- 
to amend its third- 
mplaint to include a 


unt In indemnification should 
allowed. As we have indicated 
statute on which 
saseteria’s liability to plaintiffs 
dased was not intended to 


dove, the 


of fault causing the 
Originally complained 
ier R.S. 6:2-7 settled that 
id placed the risk of loss 
S between the injured 
and the aircraft owner. 
€ concluded that the air- 
er is not precluded by 
from seeking to place 
1 the person respons- 
In terms of contribu- 
ler the Joint Tortfeasors 
bution Law, this means 
an aircraft owner liable in 
for losses caused to 
property on the 
Dy the fall of his air- 
’. if he is able to prove 
ult in another, recover 
int he has paid to the 
2ersons over his pro 
e. But if the aircraft 
is able to demonstrate 
€ is free of fault, and that 
liability imposed by 
: is merely an imputed 
_Constructive fault, then a 
‘“ing of another’s sole re- 
ty for the losses will 
€ the aircraft owner to in- 
’ from the person who 
| Caused the _ injuries 
‘slaty complained of. 

," Restatement, Restitution, § 
* 1937) it is stated: 

‘A person who, without per- 
“nal fault, has become sub- 
“' to tort liability for the 
“authorized and wrongful 
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conduct of another, is entitled | 


to indemnity from the other 
for expenditures properly 
made in the discharge of such 
liability.” 
This sound rule was amplified 
in Builders Supply Co. v. Me- 
Cabe, 366 Pa. 352, 77 A. 2d 364 
(Sup. Ct. 1951) where the court 
said: 
‘The right of indemnity rests 
upon a difference between the 
primary and secondary liabili- 
ty of two persons each of 
whom is made responsible by 
the law to an injured party. 
It is a right which enures to 
a person who, without active 
fault on his own part, has 
been compelled, by reason of 
some legal obligation, to pay 
damages occasioned by the 
initial negligence of another, 
and for which he himself is 
only secondary liable. The dif- 
ference between primary and 
secondary liability is not based 
on a difference in degrees of 
negligence or on any doctrine 
of comparative negligence,... 
It depends on a difference in 
the character or kind of 
wrongs which cause the in- 
jury and in the nature of the 
legal obligation owed by each 
of the wrongdoers to the in- 
jured person... 


[T]he important point 
to be noted in all the cases is 
that secondary as_ distin- 


guished from primary liability 
rests upon a fault that is im- 
puted or constructive only, 
being based on some legal re- 
lation between the parties, or 
arising from some _ positive 
rule of common or statutory 
law or because of a failure to 
discover or correct a defect or 
remedy a dangerous condition 
caused by the act of the one 


primarily responsible.” 77 A. 
2d at 370,371. 
See Public Service Elec. & Gas 
Co v. Waldroup, 38 N.J. Super. 
419, 431-432 (App. Div. 1955). 


As was stated in Daily v. Som- 
berg, 28 N.J. 372,385 (1958) “ 
[Ijndemnity amongst tortfeas- 
ors has generally been confined 
to those whose negligence ‘is not 
normally culpable but is merely 
constructive, technical, imputed 
or vicarious,” an implied recog- 
nition of the rule stated above. 
It is clearly but an application 
of this well established rule to 
hold that should Gaseteria be 
able to prove itself or its agents 
free from any fault contributing 
to the accideni, then it is en- 
titled to indemnity from a per- 
son whose fault in fact caused 
it 

Nor has the statute of limita- 
tions run on this claim, a cir- 
cumstance which would pre- 
clude the amendment requested. 
Russo v. Wright Aeronautical 
Corp., 1 NJ. 417 (1949). The 
basis for the holding in Employ- 
ers Liability Assurance Corp., 
Ltd. v. Haidt, 6 N.J. 471 (1951), 
cited by RKO, was that the bank 
had a cause of action against 
the person against whom the li- 


tigation then pending was 
brought from the time of 
the initial wrongdoing, Id 
at 474. In the instant case, 


Gaseteria has no right of in- 
demnity (if any) at least until a 
judgment for damages has been 
entered in favor of the injured 
plaintiffs. Since the cause of 
action has not even yet arisen, 
the statute of limitation can 
hardly have run on it. For the 
foregoing reasons, therefore, we 
hold that Gaseteria’s applica- 
tion for leave to amend its third- 
party complaint to include a 
count in indemnification should 
have been granted. 

We see no basis, however, for 
allowing RKO’s application to 
amend its fourth-party com- 
plaint to include a count in 
indemnity. If RKO is liable at 
all, it will be because of a find- 
ing that its fault, either aione 
or in conjunction with other 
parties, caused the plaintiff’s in- 
juries. And as we pointed out 
above, such a finding must pre- 


| clude 


indemnification among 
tortfeasors. We reject any rule 
which would attempt to deter- 
mine whether the negligence of 
the party seeking indemnity 
was active or passive and to rest 
the granting of indemnity on 
that determination. The present 
status of our law with respect to 
contribution among joint tort- 
feasors makes such a rule com- 
pletely unjustified in policy or 


logic. See Public Service Elec. & 
Gas Co. v. Waldroup, 38 N. J. 
Super. 419, 433-434 (App. Div. 
1955). 

IV 


The final question deals with 
the trial court’s order striking 
the first three separate defenses 
raised by Roscoe Turner to the 
fourth-party complaint, all of 
which defenses attack the meth- 
od of service made upon Roscoe 
Turner and the jurisdiction of 
the court over that party. 

Roscoe Turner argues that 
substituted service of process 
upon the Secretary of State in 
the manner provided by RS. 6:- 
5-3 is not available in the case 
of a fourth-party complaint 
seeking contribution under N.J.- 
S. 2A:53A-1 et seq., even though 
the basis of the claim is an “ac- 
cident or collision [occurring] 
on or over the land or waters or 
in the air space of this State.” 
The plain meaning of the stat- 
ute, however, contradicts this 
argument, for the act provides 
for service in manner ac- 
complished “in any civil action. . 
arising out of or by reason of 
any accident or collision” as 
above described 

Nor is it sufficient to avoid the 
service made upon Roscoe Tur- 
ner that the aircraft involved 
in this case was licensed pursu- 
ant to the laws and regulations 
of the federal government. True, 
the statute in question applies 
only to aircraft ‘“ which is not 
registered in is state.” R. S. 
6:5-3(b). (Emphasis supplied.) 
And true it is that RS. 6:1-35 
provides that “any class of air- 


tne 


+h 


craft shall be deemed to be 
licensed [according to the re- 
quirement of this section] pro- 
vided such aircraft shall be 
validly and effectively licensed 
and registered under the pro- 
visions of the laws, rules -and 


regulations of the United States 
Government.” (Emphasis sup- 
plied.) But consideration of the 
purposes of R.S. 6:5-3 suggests 
that the registration contem- 
plated by that statute is not the 
same as the licensing contem- 
plated by RS. 6:1-35. Rather, 
the registration mentioned in 
R.S. 6:5-3 most likely is a refer- 
ence to the possibility that the 
legislature might at some time 
provide for an express written 
consent to substituted personal 
service of process upon some 
designated officer in behalf of 
the persons otherwise included 
within the purview of that stat- 
ute. To interpret the trouble- 
some phraseology in RS. 6:5-3 
in the manner suggested by Ros- 
coe Turner would render the en- 


tire statute for the most part 
meaningless, a situation to be 
avoided whenever possible. 

In its reply brief, Roscoe 
Turner makes clear that it con- 
fines its constitutional objec- 


tions to R.S. 6:5-1 et seq. to the 
contention that the statute con- 
stitutes an invasion by the State 
into an area pre-empted by the 
federal government by reason 
of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 
1938, 52 Stat. 973, 49 U.S.C. $ 401 
et seq. and by other similar 
statutes. It is argued that R. S. 
6:5-3 imposes conditions upon 
nonresident aviators in their en- 
try and navigation through the 
air space above this State, which 
specifically conflict with 49 
U.S.C. $ 1304 “a public 
right of freedom of transit in 
air commerce through the navig- 
able air space of the United 
States” to any citizen of the 
United States. This contention, 
however, is without merit. R. S. 
6:5-3 in no way limits, either 
expressly or in practical effect, 
the right granted by 49 USC. 


giving 


§ 1304. The State statute merely 
provides as to persons taking 
advantage of the right of flight 


|over this State, and who in do- 
|ing so cause injury to others, a 


method of bringing them per- 


|sonally before the courts of this 
'State to respond in damages for 


such “Mmyuiries. The distinction 
between this and a condition or 
limitation infringing upon the 
right of flight or other rights 
established by the Congress is 
clear enough to make further 
discussion of the matter un- 
necessary. We hold, therefore, 
that R.S. 6:5-1 et seq. is not un- 
stitutional. 
CONCLUSION 

The order of the trial court 
dated March 7, 1959, granting 
summary judgment to plaintiffs 
and against Gaseteria on the is- 
sue of liability is affirmed. The 
first paragraph of the trial 
court’s order dated July 14, 1959, 
is affirmed insofar as it strikes 
the first, second and _ third 
separate defenses stated in Ros- 
coe Turner’s answer to RKO’s 
fourth-party complaint attack- 
ing the service of process under 
R.S. 6:5-3. The second, third, and 
fourth paragraphs of the trial 
court’s order dated July 14, 1959, 
dismissing Gaseteria‘s third - 
and RKO’s fourth-party com- 
plaints and Gaseteria’s and 
Bonded’s crossclaim for contri- 
bution, and denying Gaseteria’s 
application for leave to amend 
the third-party complaint to in- 
clude a count on indemnifica- 
tion, are reversed. The fifth 
paragraph of the trial court’s 
order of July 14, 1959, denying 
RKO’s application for leave to 
amend its fourth-party com- 
plaint to include a count on in- 
demnification, is affirmed. The 
cause is remanded to the Superi- 
or Court, Law Division, for 
further proceedings not incon- 
sistent with this opinion. 


Costs shall be awarded to 
plaintiffs against Gaseteria. 
Otherwise, costs are to abide 


the event. 


Weintraub, C.J. and Francis, J. 


(Dissenting in part) 

We join in the majority opin- 
ion except with respect to the 
holding that Gaseteria may seek 
indemnification from RKO. 

The majority start with the 
proposition that one at fault 
may not seek indemnification 
from others upon an evaluation 
of degrees of fault. With that 
premise we agree. The majority 
then hold that Gaseteria may 
prove that RKO was _ solely 
blameworthy and thereby obtain 


indemnification. With this, we 
disagree. 
The different conclusions 


stem from our respective con- 
ceptions of the reason for the 
statutory liability of the owner 
of a plane. The majority find 
the legislature imposed liability 
without fault solely to place the 
economic burden where it may 
best be carried. If the premise 
were accurate, the ultimate con- 
clusion of the majority would be 
correct. However, it seems to us 
the legislature imposed absolute 
liability because of probable 
fault, upon the thesis that in 
sending his plane aloft the own- 
er undertakes an _ operation 
fraught with danger of ground 
damage; that unless commens- 
urate care is exercised, such in- 
jury will follow; that in most 
cases ground damage probably 
is caused by the owner’s negli- 
gence; that evidence of fault is 
destroyed in the crash itself; 


land hence it is unfair to subject 
|the land-based victim to a result 
|made speculative by the destruc- 
ition of vital evidence. Accord- 
lingly the statute itself estab- 
\lishes fault. Cf. United States v. 
Praylou, 208 F. 2d 291 (4th Cir. 
| 1953), cert. denied, 347 U.S. 934, 
'98 L. ed. 1085 (1954). Our thesis 
‘is not dispelled by the circum- 
stance that the statute leaves 
the pilot liable only for neglig- 
ence. R.S. 6:2-7. His situation 
differs from the owner’s in that 
he is not chargeable for neglect 
in the maintenance of the plane 
whereas the owner is respons- 
ible therefor as well as for the 
pilot’s failure if the latter be his 
employee or agent. The cause of 
the crash being difficult to as- 
certain, it is reasonable for the 
legislature in making a finding 
of fault to exempt therefrom 
the pilot whose lips are frequent- 
ly sealed by the disaster and 
who indeed may himself be the 
victim of the owner’s negligence. 

For that reason we have no 
difficulty in finding that Gase- 
teria was guilty of a “wrongful 
act, neglect or default” within 
the meaning of the Joint Tort- 
feasor Contribution Law, N.J.S. 
2A:53A-1 et seq., and hence en- 
titled to seek contribution from 
a joint wrongdoer. But for the 
same reason Gaseteria should 
not be permitted to compel the 
land-based defendant, RKO, to 
litigate the question whether 
Gaseteria was in fact negligent. 
That is the very issue the legis- 
lature intended to foreclose. To 
permit Gaseteria to litigate that 
issue would be to subject RKO, 
an owner of land-based proper- 
ty, to the very hazards of proof 
which prompted the legislative 
decision. 

We should make it clear we 
are not discussing the right of 
the plane owner to seek in- 
demnification from persons who 
are not the beneficiaries of the 
statute as, for example, the 
owner of another plane involved 
in a collision in air, or a mailici- 
ous wrongdoer who intentionally 
causes a catestrophy. We speak 
only of a negligence action 
against a victim on land. RS. 
6:2-5 declares the ownership of 
space “to be vested in the several 

(Continued on page 8, col. 5) 
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ESSEX BLDG., 
NEWARK 2, N. J. 
Tel. MArket 3-2200 


Prompt—Accurate—Reasonable 
ABSTRACTS or proceedings in Superior and United States 


SEARCHES in Superior Court of New Jersey and United States 


INFORMATION and forms in any of the departments at 


THE STATE CAPITAL TITLE & ABSTRACT CO. 


of proceedings or corporate | 


TRENTON TRUST BLDG. 
TRENTON 8, N. J. 
Tel. EXport 6-8439 
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Federal Tax Notes 


By Harold Kamens 

Rev. Rul. 59-396: ADJUSTED 
GROSS INCOME DEFINED: In- 
dustrial insurance debits agents, 
although not considered “outside 
salesmen” for the purpose of | 
section 62(2)(D) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954, are en- 
titled to the same treatment of 
their ordinary and necessary 
business expenses for Federal 
income tax purposes as is ace | 
corded other employees. Those | 
agents who are not required to 
report reimbursed business ex- | 
penses on their tax returns, due | 
to compliance with the account- | 
ing procedure prescribed by sec- | 
tion 1.162-17(b) of the Income | 
Tax Regulations, may not again | 
deduct such expenses under sec- | 





| 


tion 62(2)(A) of the Code. An 
“accounting” for this purpose 


means that the expense account 
is required and verified by the 
employer. 

Rev. Rul. 59-397: ALIMONY 
AND SEPARATE MAINTENANCE 
PAYMENTS: Correspondence be- 
between the attorneys represent- 
ing a husband and wife does not 
constitute a written separation 
agreement within the meaning 
of section 71(a)(2) of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1954, where 
such correspondence refers to an 
oral agreement for her support 
but does not contain any agree- 
ment by the parties that they 
will separate or live apart. Pay- 
ments made by the husband to 
his wife under such an agree- 
ment are not includible in the 
wife's gross income under sec- 
tion 71 of the Code, and, 


there- 
fore. not deductible by the hus- 
band under section 215 of the 
Code 
Rev. Rul. 59-398: LOSSES: The 
expenditure by a taxpayer of 
amounts for temporary hotel or 
apartment accomodations for 
period dur which his 
was without heat, light 
oth utilities, due to a 
ure caused by a severe 
does not constitute a loss 
of property within the meaning 
of section 165(c)(3) of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1954. Sec- 
tion 165(¢c) (3) the Code pro- 
the deduction, in the 
. of losses 
ed with 
uch losses 
hipwreck, 
Expenses 
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Fire Adjusting 
SERVICE TO ATTORNEYS 


IRVING M. MINION 
Associated Adjusters 
786 Broad St., Newark 2 
Mitchell 2-1771-2 











COOPERATION SOLICITED 


D. ETTINGER & CO. 


FIRE ADJUSTERS 


FOR THE ASSURED 


9 CLINTON ST., NEWARK 


v 
. 

















which may be 
taxpayer as an incident tora 
casualty, but which are not a 


part of the casualty loss deduc- 
| tion, are the costs of temporary | 


lights, fuel, and moving expen- 
ses. All such expenditures are 


considered personal expenses, the | 
| charging of travelling and other 


deduction of which is prohibited 
by section 262 of the Code. 
Rev. Rul. 59-400: DISTRIBU- 
TION OF STOCK AND SECURI- 
TIES OF A CONTROLLED COR- 
PORATION: A corporation, ac- 
tively engaged in the hotel bus- 
iness and real estate rental bus- 


iness for more than five years, 


transferred its hotel business to 
a new corporation in exchange 
for the new corporation's stock 
and immediately thereafter dis- 
tributed such stock to its share- 
holders. Prior to the separation 
of these businesses, substantial 
new rental properties were ac- 
quired within the five-year per- 
iod ending on the date of dis- 
tribution. Held, the spin-off trans- 
action does not qualify as a non- 
taxable distribution of stock to 
the distributees under section 
355 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954, since the recent proper- 
ty acquisitions were substantial- 
ly financed out of the earnings 
of the hotel business and not out 
of the earnings of the rental 
business. 

Rev. Rul. 59-401: TAXABILITY 
OF BENEFICIARY OF EMPLOY- 
EES TRUST: The applicability of 
sections 402(a)(2), 101(b) and 
2039(c)(1) of the Internal Rev- 


enue Code of 1954 is not affected | 
benefits | 


by the fact that the 
under an exempt employees’ 
trust are paid directly by the 
insurer issuing the group an- 
nuity contract under which the 
benefits are funded, rather than 
by the trustee of the trust. 


Rey. Rul. 59-402: DEDUCTION | 


FOR CONTRIBUTIONS OF AN 
EMPLOYER TO AN EMPLOY- 
EES' TRUST OR ANNUITY PLAN 


AND COMPENSATION UNDER | 
A DEFERRED PAYMENT PLAN: | 


employer makes a con- 
toward purchase 


retirement 


Where an 
tribution 
of employee 


the 


ties under a nontrusteed plan| 
which is separate and apart 
from a group annuity contract or 


annuity contracts, the plan may, 
under certain circumstances, be 
in effect for purposes of quali- 
fication under section 401(a) (3), 
(4), (5) and (6) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 for the 
year the plan 


42 


is adopted even 


though the group annuity con- 
tract or annuity contracts are 


not issued during such year 

Rey. Rul. 59-409: MEALS OR 
LODGING FURNISHED FOR 
THE CONVENIENCE OF THE 
EMPLOYER: Where i t 


of boarding 


a 


members 


their fami- 
ol premises for 
e of their employ- 


















786 BROAD ST., NEWARK 2, N. J. 





Mitchell 2-4694-5 equired to accept 
ch premises as 4 
: their employment, 
—We Cooperate With Attorneys— of the value of! 
SARASOHN & CO. nd lodging fur-| 
FIRE ADJUSTERS FOR THE is allocable to 
POLICYHOLDER includible 
24 COMMERCE STREET, However. 
Newark 2, M. J. meals and 
MArket 2-4990 Siena 
eir wives anda 
asnmete — STUYVESANT INSURANCE CO. exe: a= 
Execetor - Est 1R5O - Trustee State 
Assopaet Harvey R. Rubenstein, Vice-Pres. and Federal Courts 
Gundien Immediate BONDING Service — 
ose Wil MARKET 3-1720 — 














ey 


NORTH JERSEY 


210 Main “treet. I 


Diamond 2- 1677 





BERGEN COUNTY 


s and Notaries 
Parking nearbr. 


REPORTING SERVICE 


+316 


vase 


y experienced Certified 


No charge. of course, for 


fackensack. N. J. 
Leonard W. Meyer 





incurred! by a: 


annui- | 


(1163, C. 4B. 
and lodging | 


children constitute 
compensation which is includible 


| the withholding of income tax at 
the source under section 3402 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 
| 1954. 

Rev. Rul. 59-410: TRADE OR 
EXPENSES: The 


BUSINESS 


| business expenses to any em- 
ployer through the use of credit 
cards or other means does not, 
of itself, constitute an account- 
ing by the employee to his em- 
ployer for such expenses within 
the meaning of section 1. 162-17 
(b) of the Income Tax Regula- 
tions. 

Rev. Rul. 59-418: LOSS FROM 
WASH SALES OF STOCK OR 
| SECURITIES: A loss upon the 
sale of stock is sustained by a 


taxpayer on the date a contract | 


for the sale of such stock was 
entered into and not at a later 
date when he delivers the stock 
to the purchaser. if, within the 
period prescribed in section 1091 
(a) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954, relating to losses 
from wash sales of securities, 
the taxpayer purchases identical 
stock to replace the stock covered 
by the sales contract, such a 
transaction constitutes a wash 
sale. Under such circumstances, 
the loss upon the sale of the 
stock is not allowable and the 
basis of the new stock is the 
same as tne basis of the stock 
sold, adjusted as provided in 
section 1091 (d) of the Code. 
Rev. Rul. 59-421: DEFINI- 
TIONS (CLUB DUES): Amounts 
paid as insurance premiums by 


sporting club, which provides a 
group life insurance plan for its 
members on an optional basis, 
do not constitute “dues” as de- 
fined by section 4242 (a) of the 
|Internal Revenue Code of 1954. 
Rev. Rul. 60-1: DISPOSITIONS 
OF CERTAIN STOCK: In a stat- 
utory merger of two corpora- 
tions, Where shares of new pre- 
ferred stock of the surviving 
corporation were issued to the 
holders of preferred stock of one 
of the merging corporations, 
some of whom also owned a 
small percentage of the common 
{stock of the corporation, such 
of new preferred stock 
constitute “section 306 
| stock” within the meaning of 
;Section 306(c) of the Internal 
| Revenue Code of 1954. 
| Rev. Rul. 60-2: QUALIFIED 
| PENSION, PROFIT-SHARING 
om STOCK BONUS PLANS: 
|Factors to be considered in de- 
termining whether a suspension 
of emplover contributions to an 
} employees’ profit-sharing plan 
constitutes a discontinuance 
| within the meaning of Part 5(b) 
| (4) of the Revenue Ruling 57- 
1957-1, 128. Further 
| provisions in a plan which defer 
| full vesting in such cases until 
the 
|contributions falls below three 
percent of the total compensa- 
tion paid participants since the 
| inception of the plan are not ac- 
| ceptable. 
| Rev. Rul. 60-33: QUALIFIED 
|PENSION, PROFIT - SHARING 
|AND STOCK BONUS PLANS: 
|The accumulation of dividends 
| earned on insurance and annuity 
}contracts in the administration 
|of an employees’ pension plan, 
jin a case in which the employer 
pays the full premium charged 
by the insurer, will not necessar- 
ily disqualify the plan under sec- 
tion 401(a) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1954, but the al- 
lowable deduction for the an- 
nual contribution by the em- 
ployer, under section 404(a) of 
the Code, must be reduced by 
the amount of dividends earned 


shares 


do not 


























A SERVICE TO ATTORNEYS 
HOME INSPECTION 
CONSULTANTS of N.J. 


A Professional Engineers report 
the structural and mechanical features 
of a home, store, factory, or plant 
Moderate fee — Brochure on request 
6 Bante Place, Hackensack, N. J. 
Diamond 2-2246 

















additional 


in the gross income of such fac- 
ulty members and is subject to 


members of a social, athletic, or | 


| uments 
years might be open to a defic- 
aggregate of all employer | 
|corporate records are needed to 


in the current or next preceding | look into the equities. Matthe,. 
taxable year. Inc., CA-5, 2/19/59. : 

Rev. Rul 60-37: BONDS AND| UNREPORTED SALES AN, | 
OTHER EVIDENCES OF IN-| PURCHASES: Taxpayers ye. 
DEBTEDNESS: The fact that|/in the scrap metal busin, | 
non-interest bearing bonds, Though successful in the fund:.| 
which were issued at a discount, | mentals of their trade, they ds | 
are exchanged for new ten-year | played complete disdain for +. 
debentures in a tax-free eX- | more prosaic aspects of the by. 
change does not change the |iness world such as the keepj;, 
character of the original issue |of books and records. The Con. 
discount. Such discount repre- | mission allowed all deductip., 
sents ordinary interest income. (claimed, but determined defr. 
| Rev. Rul. 60-48: BAD DEBTS: jencies on the basis of specs 
|A loss incurred by an individual omissions of sales. Taxpay: 
ifrom the worthlessness of the claimed the income omissio. 
|debts of an insolvent or liqui- | should be offset by unrecora.- 
| dated corporation, which debts | cash purchases. ie 
|the individual has paid as guar- Held: Because of the incone'y. 
|antor, constitutes a nonbusiness | sive nature of taxpayer's ey. 
bad debt deductible only as a/ence as to the purchases, th, 
short-term capital loss under | Commissioner is upheld. Hos. 
section 166 of the Internal Rev- ever, no part of the deficiene:: 
enue Code of 1954. are found due to fraud with ;-. 

Rev. Rul. 60-50: GAIN OR (tent to evade tax. Schellenbe- 
LOSS ON SALES OR EXCHANG- 31 TC No. 132. bi 
ES IN CONNECTION WITH INDE oN ’ 
CERTAIN LIQUIDATIONS: A SnaREAOEES Faesayen - 
disposition of all the assets of a a shrimper with little or z 
corporation (retaining its cor- ucation. The Commis 
porate character) pursuant to a showed, by net worth c see 
plan of liquidation adopted tion, that he understated ed 
within the 12-month period pre- | .ome for the years 1942-1959 
ceding such disposition, which | weld: The understatement 
is followed by the immediate insufficient evidence ine 
reactivation of the corporation fraud in the absence of a 
in another business by its form- ing of deliberate intent to 
er shareholder, does not consti- tax. Assessment of the deficier. 
tute a “complete liquidation” Gio; is therefore, barred by t. 
within the meaning of sections statute of limitations. Marin: 
331l(a)(1) and 337(a) of the In- lich 30 TC acq. IRB 1959-19 
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 but 3 sacs Sen 
constitutes a partial liquidation A POR gas 
under section 331(a)(2) of the Aircraft Liability 
Code. Gain or loss is recognized . P ina 
to the corporation on sales of (Continued from page | 
its property after the adoption 
of the plan of liquidation since 
the nonrecognition provisions of 
section 337(a) of the Code are 
not applicable to partial liquid- 
ation. 

Rev. Rul. 60-52: SALE OF 
REAL PROPERTY TREATED ON 
INSTALLMENT METHOD: In 
connection with the sale of real 
property, liabilities of the seller 
such as liens, accrued interest, 
and taxes, which are assumed 
and paid by the purchaser of the 
property in the taxable year of 
sale, should be included by the 
seller as part of the payments 
received in the year of sale for 
the purpose of determining 
Whether the transaction was an 
installment sale subject to the 
provisions of section 453(0) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954. 

BANK RECORDS: A bank re- 
fused to obey a summons to pro- 
duce records of a customer’s ac- 
counts and those of his wholly 
owned corporation. Its grounds 
were that the statute of limita- 
tions had run against the years 
the revenue agent requested to 
examine and also that the rec- 
ords of the corporation were not 
relevant. 

Held: Production of the doc- 
ordered. The’ early 
















We 























owners of the surface benea:: 
subject to the right of fii 
scribed in section 6:2-6 of th: 
title.” R.S. 6:2-6 provides th: 
“Flight in aircraft over the | 
and waters of this state 
ful, unless at such a low ¢ 
as to interfere with the 
existing use to which the lar 
or water, or the space over = 
land or water, is put | 
owner* * *.” Thus the 

makes unlawful the operatic: 
of a plane when it interferes, : 
it did here, with the uss 
RKO made of its land. R.S. 6:2- 
makes the owner “absolute; 
liable for injuries to pers 
property on the land ! 
* * *” The sole defense or m2: 
ter of mitigation with respect: 
liability to the owner of props 
ty on land is contained in t: 
same section in the phrase 
less the injury is caused in 
or in part by the negligence ° 
of the owner or bailee of 
property injured.” We ne 
explore the precise mea 
the quoted phrase. It is 
to say that the statute 
lishes Gaseteria’s fault 
tween it and RKO, leaving 
as between them, the 

question whether RKO al 
ligently contributed to its 0 
injury. Hence Gaseteria may =: 
seek indemnification from RKC 
for to permit it to do so wou: 
be to permit ificatio: 
upon an evaluation of degré 
of fault. Expressed in 0 
terms, it would permit the tt 
of the facts to find Gaseter 



















Or 














iency if there was fraud, and the 


trace through certain individual 
transactions. Foster, CA-2, 3/16 
59. 

ERRONEOUS REFUND: Tax- 
payer submitted a refund claim 
based on a net operating loss 
carryover after the statute of 
limitations had run. The Gov- 
ernment erroneously paid the 
refund and now brings this ac- 
tion to recover the payment. The 
district court dismissed saying 
that the statute of limitations is 
available only as a defense. 

Held: The recovery is allowed. 
The statute specifically provides 
that if the statute of limitations | 
had barred the claim, the Gov- 
ernment may recover the pay- 


ment. There is no need here to 
‘over LOANS 
MORTGAGE 


Ist and 2nd MORTGAGES - RESIDENTIAL - INDUSTRIAL & COMMERCIAL 
ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE - NON-NOTIFICATION 





was guilty of no wrong with 
spect to RKO in the teeth of: 
statute which says that it ¥# 

We therefore would affirm be 
action of the trial court denyu? 
Gaseteria’s motion to amend *® 
seek indemnification from RKO 


———_ 


PLANNING AND ZONING 

CONSULTATION AND 
TESTIMONY 

Stephen Sussna, Associate Al? 

M.P.A., LL.B. Professional Engi: 

neer Associate. References . 

request. 225 East Hanover >» 
Trenton, N. J. EXport 2-4521. 
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RGAN CO. icv 


NEWARK 2, N. J. 
Forwarders Recognized Mitchell 2-7989 
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Report Impartial Medical Kelly Answers Questions 


Expert Plan Promotes 
Settlements 


Chicago (ACCN) — Personal 
injury cases in which doctors 
for the plaintiff and the defend- 
ant disagree have been settled 
quickly by court-appointed im- 
partial experts in New York and 
Baltimore, the American Judi- 
cature Society reports. 

In New York, three cases in 
four of this kind — destined for 
jong and costly trial without the 
impartial expert — were settled 
in a seven year period, an ar- 
ticle in the the society’s current 
Journal states. Originally sup- 
ported by foundation grants as 
an experiment, the plan is now 
unced by court funds. 








In Baltimore, the plan has 
been used increasingly every 
sear, with a sharp rise in its use 


fear. 
esigned primarily to help jur- 
+t at the facts by hearing a 

















r specialist with no inter- 
ther side of the case, th: 
volves appointment of a 
1 of experts by local medical 
When the two parties 
disagree on the prob- 






S 





ase 





‘ause or seriousness of the 
y, the court calls on one of 
nel members with appro- 





expertness. 
ut an impartial medical 
the jury must decide be- 





the arguments of dis- 
greeing doctors, each paid by 
pposing sides, according to the 


cle’s author, G. C. A. Ander- 
a former Maryland Bar A 
president. 
many of these An- 
observes, doctors are 
not for their medical ex- 





CaSes, 


os 


= 








pel but for their skill be- 
for ury. 

I th the New York nd 
Baltim panel systems, the 
m listinguished specialists 
h been persuaded to take 
part impartial experts 

Although former 
ourt Chief Justice 








ard Taft suggested the im- 
l expert plan over 30 years 
nd a model law was ap- 
by state representatives 
than 20 years ago, only 
York and Baltimore courts 
ed the system at the time 
icle was written. 

*, the American Judicature 









US 



















Society reports its use has been 
‘tended to courts in Los An- 
Chicago, Cleveland and 


adelphia, and courts in other 
are proposing to try it. 
, the American Bar As- 
urged the national 
cation of the plan, citing its 
bution to finding the facts, 
ving court congestion, and 
hg court costs. 
Opposition, Anderson 





says, 





ms to stem primarily from 
lll’s attorneys,” and even 
§ opponents agree that 
11 medical experts help 


a 
etrial 


agreement in pr 
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TRACERS CO. OF AMERICA 










Assembly in 1959 and again this | } 


& Koenig has been dissolved ef- March 23, 196 


LEGAL NOTICES 





U.S. District 
Court Decision 


DISCOVERY— 

On discovery plaintiff sought 
answers to questions concerning 
insurance coverage which de- 
fendant carried on his tractor 
involved in the accident on 
which the suit is based. Defend- 
ant refused to answer contend- 
ing that questions as to insur- 
ance coverage are immaterial 
and irrelevant to the issue pre- 
sented by the case and that such 
| evidence would not be admissible 
jat trial and hence is not avail- 


Dated: March 24, 1960 
ESTATE OF HENRY F. MERRIAM, 
deceased. 

Pursuant to the order of DAVID H. 
WIENBR, Surrogate of the County of Essex, 
this day made on the application of the 
undersigned, Executors of said deceased, 
notice is hereby given to the creditors of 
said deceased to exhibit to the subscribers, 
under or affirmation, their claims and 
demands against the estate of said deceased 
within six months from this date, or they 
will be forever barred from presecuting or 
recovering the same against the subscribers. 
JOHN D. MERRIAM 
FIRST NATIONAL BANK 
OF WEST ORANGE 
GROSSO, BECK & MANGINO, Attorneys 
282 Main Street 
Orange, N. J. 
JS Mar. 31, 


On Conflicts Bill 


R. Kelly, 


John President of 
ithe New Jersey State Bar Ass’n, 
|has issued the following state- 
| ment with reference to the Con- 
|flicts of Interest bill. 


“The recent action in the New 
Jersey Senate on the Conflicts 
of Interests legislation (Assem- 
| bly 2) is most heartening. Per- 
|; haps we are going to have a 
Conflict of Interests Law after 
all. The past four years work of 
our Association will have been 
worth the effort. 


THE 


Apr. 7, 14, 21, 28 








Dated: March 28, 1960 

ESTATE UF ELIAS BERLOW, deceased. 
Pursuant to the order of DAVID H. WIEN- 
ER, Surrogate of the County of Essex, this 


“It is only proper that the bl i Plaintiff day made on the application of the under- 
Tt e , adie On adilscovery. - | Signed, Executore of said deceased, notice is 
questions posed by Senators : sighs var via Se hereby given to the creditors of said deceased 


to exhibit to the subscribers. under oath or 
affirmation, their claims and demands against 
the estate of said deceased withig six monthe 
from this date, or they will be forever barred 


Stout, Ozzard and Sandeman be | Plies that although this is a neg- 
answered promptly. jligence action, it is governed by 
ithe law of New York, and under 








“In answe Senators’ | f wrosecuting ecovering the 
n answer to the Sena S |that law if defendant was a co- oe — eS ee ring the eame 
query as to whether there is 3 aie - LEONARD BERLOW 
: employee, plaintiff could have | sag gli 
need for such a law, the answer Sees of hes SHELDON BERLOW 
is unqualifiedly in the affirma-|2°,recovery: whil e if he was an| MELVILLE ee BEnLON 
reitieg The recent passage of a |imaePendent contractor, the ac- | 207 so. Liartison Street 
wae c passag “ /tion would not be barred. Plain- | ast Urange, N. J. 
similar law covering all New L.J.--Mar 28 


14, 


21, 


the > on, Spr. €, 


tiff contends 
York City icials < > 7ees |; ‘ 
0 em i cling ig , |insurance were 
plus the survey now under way | not to establi 
in Congress can leave no doubt 


questions on 
therefore proper, | 
defendants fi- | 


STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 






















; nancial position, which is im-| 7, , 0 Be preBe au come 
that New Jersey should have | 220! I far : a ee re ee 
such a law on its books. The |PrOPer at trial, but rather to) Wikntas. 1t appears to my satisfaction 
: ; = . |seek a lead tablish defend- | by duly authenticated record of tie 1 
conscience of man speaks uni-|°~,,.°.,. ings for the voluntary dissolution 
pepe 7. ‘ i ant’s statu in independent by the unanimous consent of all the stock 
versally that there should be a] .ontractor. Nolianes deneuead 4a. i 
plain law on the subject. Men | Held . ae : GIM a RUBBEI 
had consciences when Moses was | $ a:  Plaintif , contention | , ..poration of “State, 
} ‘ al $1t10n 1 junc > sur- tlice is situated io h 
handed the law of the Ten Com- |2"¢ Positio and. The insur~ | oftce ged 
, : ance ‘y may , “e if Senoees rey akin 7 o 

mandments. You cannot legis- ie € policy m produce in | ' New Jersey. (Benj " 
ee ‘ . hevast ormation and lea which w g the agent therein anc ‘ heres 
late morals but you can provide k se ma Bae =— Wine | Sites Re Gare Deene ae oe ee 
. : pALEL answel ne 2S lo pl lex t reqt ome of 1 
Standards by law to guide our |"@P [0 ar he question Of | complied with the requirements of Title 14 | 
officials. potaseset co ty wytiiee questions if New Jers preliminary the issuing 

é : : . jaccordingly ¢ within Fede jof this Cer te of Dissol 

‘The Senators ask whether | i) py eee oP Pd leral ‘OW, THEREFORE the Secretary o 
' : (RO Ns Rule 26b as they may be Cal- | state of the State of New Jersey, Do Herebs 
Conflict of Interests legislatioz on the 









ai lculated to lead to discovery ify that the sald corporation did, 
























signe make gislators f arch 1960, n 
desig a d to make legislat _ ladmissible ey iden and thev executed and attested consen 
second class citizens. Of course “relate ta thi defense of the dissolution of sald cor 
+1 r ame + a Kesan a ¢ e+e WW Ul UCLEMSE ited by 4 the stockhold 
not! We want only first class| ny other party i gaia: consent ata al 
citizens in the legislature and | 7 6 5 ee eee ne 
we want them to remain first | ‘a ; Question uld be an- IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF 
iswere have hereto se iy hand and af 
class citizens after they are print ae Sak ue ail Gk a Pe 
elected. | pinion by Hartshorne, J. filed t Pweuty-fifth 
| Ss A.D one thousand 
1 | arch 23 960 ir %vler v . - — vi — 
“In response to the query as rei pron a in I lyler v. Gor and sixty Shain 
} ] } 7 I Vii Po € . Yr) . é . a a ‘aa¥ 
to whether the bill should be a fh NO. (92-99 Bracken Secretaru of State 
- 7 . 4 Talsh for Y ,inti aah ta °7 4 ? 4 3 6 
expanded to include county and | Sel pos ay for plain iff. Harry lf 2 
* “ee - Sch: or or defe dat _ = 
1unicipal officials, the answer is aUERC Ny LOI : ! tseit eS 
. . 7 = | = STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
‘lear. The bill should apply to 2 : DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
public officials. New Jersey Claim Ass'n, ()'itiFicate oF ae aaa 
or > organize bar Fe 6this ° Greeting 
; The organize d bar of thi Installs Officers ne A 
State will gladly cooperate with bs , 


the Senate and the Assembly in 


The New Jersey Claim Associ- 
their efforts to prepare and pass 


ation through a committee con- 

















the right Conflict of Interests sisting of Jack Oakley, Arthur A. | * 

bill. Our Association seeks no Linfante, William Bracker War- | 

credit for its work. We do seek lren W. Blodgett and Robert J 

after what we believe is for the|pay) gr. at a meeting at the 

public good and that is the pass- | Ropert Treat Hotel participated e 

age of a correct Conflict of In- lin ceremonies it the installation uf New nat 

terests bill and without too | a eal eee anes _ | oF this, Certificate of Dissolution. ? 
of officers for 1960. The officers} NOW. THEREFORE, I. the Secretary « 

much more delay. | re Michael Nole President. |: te of the State of New Ji cone = ome y 


tify that the said co 





exer 





“True, the subject should al- | America Fore Loyalty Group: 
ways be approached calmly and lJohn P. Connolly Vice-Presi- 
never from _the standpoint of | dent, New Amsterdam Casualty | “ration. ex ted by all the stockholders 
political criticism or gain. Cer- |Company: Lawrence J. Kemp | thereof. which eald consent end the re 
tainly this criticism can not be |Treasurer, Jos. M. Byrne Com- jin my said offic provid 

levelled against the State Bar | p r 





zy to the disso.ution 





. 


“e as provided by law 
IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, 
+} } h pto «Be n nd 
any and Charles J. Spencer, ave hereto set my band a 





















on this issue. One has but to | Secretary, New Jersey Bell Tele. Ge etre es ok tae 
look at the record. phone Company — housand nin 
Background Dail SRS 2 aie > EDWARD J. PATTEN 

The State Bar has sought en- LEGAL NOTICES -ji-wer See - 
actment of Conflicts of Interest | ss — 
legislation since 1956. A commis- | ESTATE OF ELSIE M MEEKER. 40 Rivng STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
sion appointed by the Senate | “Pursuant to the order of DAVID H.| ceRPpARTMENT OF STATE 
recommended such legislation in| th!) guy inade onthe sopra cunty of Easex.| To alt to whom these presenta may com: 
January, 1958 and although such | signed, Executor said deceased, | WHEREAS, It appears to my sat 
a statute was adopted in the | seid deceased to exhibit tov the mrbecribon | ee tuthenticated record of 





inder oath their claims and/ by the unanimous con 
f said deceased | holders. deposited in my 
date, or they| DURABLE TOY & NOVEI 
orporation of this State 

ee tl lat N 1155 





or affirn 











year, it has thus far failed of CO 


Senate approval. 





ssecuting or} whose 1 
: lot = 


a 





t subscriber. lee is situated J son S 
en ee KER ty Ra ay... ¢ 
‘ . New Jer H 
Announcements ing the agent therein and 
upon whom process may 


5 complied with the requireme 
Corporations. General. of Revised 
of New Jersey, preliminary to the 
f this Certificate of Disso! 

NOW. THEREFORE, I, 
State of the State of New Jer 


; . Nee ‘Bp? 
The firm of Brause, Callaghan 


fective Saturday, March 19, 1960.|’ t 











Fred S. Brause, Jr. and Arthur J.| _ Pursuant. to the order of DAVID H.| Certify that the sald corporation did 
11 : . ‘ P LX NER, Surrogate th ounty of Essex, rhteenth day are} 1980 file ir 
Callaghan will continue to practice ijt day made on the ion of * under- my office a duly executed and attested consent 
art S fi "5 S é Execut said deceased,|in writing to the dissolution of i cor- 
as partners at the firm’s present | ; tee cresieam attumauen “ameun te on ies 


60 Park Place, Newark. 


address, to the subscriber, | thereof. which said consent and the 
their claims and|of the proceedings aforesaid are now « 
d deceased | in my said office as provided by law 

. or they IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF 







Anthony J. Marra is now asso- | 








































13 : ; oF a | fr rosecuting or have hereto set my “ i 
513 MADISON AV., N.Y. 22. N.Y. ciated with Christian J. Jorgen- |: subscriber. | fixed mv official seal. at Trent 
1 ° | I COMPANY this Eighteenth day Maret 
sen in the general practice of | Seal) - 2D. cas those wine Macao 
law + 1 tat y and sixtr. 
law at 313 State Street, Perth | EDWARD J. PATTEN 
Amboy. | Secretary of State. 
bi Se - 9 2 Ld Mar. 31, Apr. 7, 14 $21.4 
| 24, 1960 Dated: March 14, 1960 
| ESTATE OF CHARLES G LI leceased ESTATE OF NIELS LINDHOLM, deceased 
Pursuant to of DAVID H. Pursuant to the order of DAVID H 
WIENER, Surrogate County of Essex, | WIENER, Surrogate of the County of Essex 
| this day m he apy ation of the under-| this day made on the application of the 
s 1 Executor said deceased, | undersigned, Executor of said deceased 
notice is hereby g he creditors of | not is hereby given to the creditors of sald 
* ; said deceased to exh the subscriber, | deceased to exhibits to the subscriber 
under oath or affirma their claims and/ under oath or affirmation, their claims and 
jemands against the estate id deceased | demands against the estate of said deceased 
within six months fron or they| within six months from this date r they 
w be forever barred from ee | will be forever barred from prosecuting 
recovering the same against t subscriber | recovering the same against the subscriber 
32 MARKET STREET, NEWARK,N.J. THE HOWARD SAVINGS INSTITUTION | THE HOWARD SAVINGS INSTITUTION 
we (HANALIS, LYNCH & MALONEY, Attorneys| J. ELMER HAUSMANN, Attorney 
ARE EQUIPPED TO RENDER YOU QUICK, EFFICIENT 9 Clinton Street | 1000 Springfield Avenue 
SERVICE ON ALL YOUR PHOTOSTAT REQUIREMENTS Newark 2, N.J. Irvington 11, N. J. 
L.J Mar. 31, Apr 4, 2 28 L.J.—Mar. 17, 24 ae eee eS 












A Dependable 
Service For 
Lawyers 


Our Representatives 
Cover Daily— 


In Trenton 
The Offices of the 





Supreme Court 

Superior Court 

Secretary of State 

U.8. District Court 
Workmen’s Compensation 
State Tax Department 
Attorney General 

Bureau of Vital Statistics 
All other State Offices 


County Clerk’s Office 
Register 

Surrogate 

County Clerk’s Vault 
Register’s Vault 

Sheriff’s Office 

Surrogate’s Vault 

Referees in Bankruptcy 
Chancery Division Chambers 
Compensation Courts 

All County Courts and Offices 
Municipal Courts and Offices 


District Courts 


All Parts of the District Courts 
in the Counties mentioned. 


Services We Perform— 


Ascertaining corporate name 
availability and corporate in- 
formation 

Service of papers on attorneys 

Filing and delivery of papers, 
files, etc. 

Obtaining information and data 

Abstracting dockets 

Searching and abstracting trade 
names, corps., chattel mtgs. 
estates, etc. 

Procuring Forms or Rules 

Marking District Court cases 

Obtaining police and hospital 
reports 


Messenger Service 


Our messenger calls at your 
office daily for your instructions 


and requests on forms provided 
by us. 


Reports 


A prompt report is given you 


on each request you make. 


THIS SERVICE IS AVAILABLE 


TO YOU FOR A NOMINAL 
MONTHLY CHARGE 


Serving the Bar of New Jersey 


For Over 30 Years 


NEW JERSEY LAWYERS 
SERVICE 


24 Fdison Place, Newark 2 


MArket 3-6190-1 


Our representative will be happy 
t» call on you to explain this 
service in detail. 
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Page Ten 
LEGAL NOTICES LEGAL NOTICES LEGAL NOTICES LEGAL NOTICES LEGAL NOTICES 
STATE OF NEW JERSEY STATE OF NEW JERSEY * Dated: March 4, 1960 = OF NEW — ess OF NEW JERSEY 
: ‘ESTATE OF HERMAN F. GREENEBAUM, ARTMENT OF DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
OBRTLFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 
To all to whom these vresente may come. 
Greeting: 
WHEREAS, It appears to my satisfaction, 
by duly authenticated record of the proceed- 
ings for the voluntary dissolution thereof 
by the unanimous eee of all the stock- 
holders, deposited in office that 
SKYVIEW DINER, INC. 
a corporation of this State, whose principal 
office is situated at No. 659 Eagle Rock Ave- 
nue, in the Town of West Orange, County of 
Essex, State of New Jersey (Harold Mark- 
owitz, being the agent therein and in charge 
thereof, upon whom process may be served). 
has complied with the requirements of Title 
14, Corporations, General, of Revised Statutes 
vf New Jersey, preliminary to the issuing 
of this Certificate of Dissolution. 
THEREFORE, I, the Secretary of 
State of the State of New Jersey, Do Hereby 
Certify that the said corporation did, on thr 
Twenty-fourth day of March, 1960, file in 
my office a duly executed and attested consent 
in writing to the dissolution of said cor- 
poration, executed by all the stockholders 
thereef, which said consent and the record 
of the proceedings aforesaid are now on file 
in my said office as provided by law. 
WHEREOF, I 





IN TESTIMONY 

have hereto set my hand and af- 
fixed my official seal, at Trenton, 
this Twenty-fourth day of March, 

(Seal) A.D., one thousand nine hundred 
and sixty 
EDWARD J. PATTEN, 

Secretary of State. 

L..J.—Mar. 31, Apr. 14 $21.60 
STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 


all to whom these presents may come 
Greeting: 
WHEREAS, It appears to my satisfaction 
by duly authenticated record of the proceed- 


To 


ings for the voluntary dissolution thereof 
by the unanimous consent of all the stock- 
holders, deposited in my office that 


806-808 BROADWAY CORPORATION 


a corporation of this State, whose princina! 
fiice is situated at No. 497 Broadway, 
in the City of Bayonne, County of Hudson, 
State of New Jersey (Jacob Siegal, 


being the agent therein and in charge thereof, 
upon whom process may be served). has 
complied with the requirements of Title 14. 
Corporations, General. of Revised Statutes 
of New Jersey. preliminary to the issuing 
of this Certificate of Dissolution 

NOW. THEREFORE, I. the Secretary of 
State of the State of New Jersey. Do Hereby 
Certify that the said corporation did, on the 
Fighteenth day of March, 1960, file in 
my office a duly executed and attested consent 
in writing to the dissolution of said cor- 
mration, executed by all the stockholders 
thereof. which said consent and the record 
of the proceedings aforesaid are now on file 
in my said office as provided by law. 

I TESTIMONY WHEREOF, |! 
have hereto set my hand and af- 
fixed my official seal, at Trenton 
this Eighteenth day of March, 
A... one thousand nine hundred 
and sixty. 

EDWARD J. PATTEN. 
Secretary of State 
Mar. 31, 7. 14 


Apr. 7, $21.60 





STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 
To all to whom these presente may come 

Greetin 

Ww HEREAS, It appears to my satisfaction. 
by duly authenticated record of the proceed- 
ings for the voluntary dissolution thereof 
by the unanimous consent of all the stock- 
liolders, a" in my office that 

NLEE CORP 

a corporation of. this State. whose principa 
office is situated at No. 2 North Dean Street, 
in the City of Englewood, County of Bergen, 
State of New Jersey (Henry J. Bendheim, 
being the agent therein and in charge thereof, 
upon whom process may be served). has 
complied with the requirements of Title J4 
Corvorations, General, of Revised Statutes 
of New Jersey, preliminary to the Issuing 
of this Certificate of Dissolution. 

NOW. THEREFORE, I, the Secretary of 
State of the State of New Jersey. Do Hereby 
Certify that the said corporation did, on the 
wenty-third day March, 1960, file in 
my office a duly executed and attested consent 
in writing to the dissolution of said cocr- 
poration, executed by all the stockholders 
thereo?, which said consent and the record 
of the proceedings aforesaid are now on file 
in my said office as provided by law. 

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I 
have hereto set hand and af- 
fixed my official seal, at Trenton. 
this Twenty-thinl day March, 
A... one thousand nine hundred 
and sixty. 

EDWARD J. PATTEN, 

Secretary of State. 


| Mar. 31, Apr. 7, 14 


my 


of 


$21.60 
STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 
all to 
tireetina 
WHEREAS, it appears to my satisfaction. 
by duly authenticated record of the proceed- 








To 


nes for the voluntary dissolution thereof 
y the unanimous consent of all the stock- 
olders, deposited in my office that 
HOLLY PARK, INC 
a corporation of this State, whose principal 
tice is situated at No. 614 Central Avenue, 
the City of East Orange, County of Essex, 
State of New Jersey (Frank I. A. Kent, 


being the agent therein and in charge thereof 
upon whom process may be served). has 
complied with the requirements of Title 14. 
Corporations, General. of Revised Statutes 
of New Jersey, preliminary to the issuing 
of this Certificate of Dissolution. 

NOW. THEREFORE, I. the Secretary of 
State of the State of New Jersey. Do Hereby 
Certify that the said corporation did. on the 
Kizhteenth day of Mareh, 1960, file in 
my office a duly executed and attested consent 
in writing to the dissolution of said cor- 
‘ executed by all the stockholders 
. which said consent and the reeord 
of the proceedings aforesaid are now on file 

my said office as provided by law 


TESTIMONY WHEREOF. 1 













have hereto set my hand and uf- 
fixed mv official seal. at Trenton 
this Fichteenth day of March, 
(Seal) A.D.. one thousand nine hundred 
and sixty 
EDWARD J. PATTEN 
Secretary of State 
L.J Mar. 31, Apr $21.60 
TO WHOM IT MAY - | 
P 8 to the Ru ‘ivil Procedure 
urts of New pay 4:91-3, NOT- 
i “orc given that I will apply to the 
ven County Court at the Court House. 
ckensack, New Jersey, on April 25, 1960 


Ta 
at 10:00 o'clock in the forenoon, or as soon 


1s can be heard, for an order to change my 
ame from Margaret Mary Yarrington to 
Margaret Elizabeth Cunnealy 

MARGARET MARY “YARRINGTON 
Martin J. Cummins, Attorney 
200 Main Street 
Fort Lee. New Jersey 
L.J.—Mar. 31. Apr. 7. 14, 21 $10.71 





TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned will 


apply to the Essex County Court, Court 
House, Newark, New Jersey, at 10:00 A. M. 
on the 28th day of April, 1960, for a 


judgment to assume the name of SONNIE 8. 
KRUTH. 


EUTICE KRUTH 
Bertram S. Grand 
850 Broad Street 
Newark 2, N. 
L.J.—Mar. 31, ‘Apr. 7, 14, 21 $7.56 


whom these present? may come. | 


| 
| bs 


(Seal) 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION ' 
. to ‘whom these presente may come. 


WHEREAS, It appears te my satisfaction, 
by duly authenticated record of the proceed- 
inge for the voluntary dissolution thereof 
by the —— a of all the stock- 
holders, deposited office that 

TWIN TRUCKING COMPANY: 
a corporation of this State, whose principal 
office is situated at No. 744 Broad Street, 
in the City of Newark, County of Essex, 


State of New Jersey (Joseph A. Weisman, 
being the agent therein and in charge 
thereof, upon whom process may be served), 


has complied with the requirements of Title 
14, Corporations, General, of Revised Statutes 
of New Jersey, preliminary to the issuing 
of this Certificate of Dissolution. 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, the Secretary of 
State of the State of New Jersey, Vo Hereby 
Certify that the said corporation did, on the 
Eighteenth day of March, 1960, file in my 
ottice a duly executed and attested consent 
In writing to the dissolution of said cor- 
poration, executed by all the stockholders 
thereof, which said consent and the record 
of the proceedings aforesaid are hg on file 
in my said office are orovided by 

i TESTISONY WHEROF, I 


deceasi 


Pursuant to the order of DAVID H. WIEN- 
ER, Surrogate of the County of Essex, this 
day made on the application of the under- 


signed, 


Executors of said deceased, notice is 
deceased 


hereby given to the creditors of said 


to exhibit to the subscribers, 


under oath or 


affirmation, their claims and demands against 
the estate of said deceased within six months 
from this date, or they will be forever barred 


from prosecuting el 


against the 


subscri 


RUTH GRE ENEB. AUM 


HERBERT J. 


recovering the same 


HANNOCH 


FIDELITY UNION TRUST COMPANY 
WEINSTEIN, MYERS & 


HANNOUCH, 


STERN, Attorneys 
17 Academy Street 
—— 2. N. J. 
4.J.—Mar. 10, 17, 24, 31 


>» Ape. 


7 





STATE OF NEW JERSEY 


DEPA RTMENT OF STA 


ATE 


CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 


To all 
Greeting: 


WHEREAS, 


to whom these presents may come, 


It appears to my satisfaction, 


by duly authenticated record of the proceed- 


ings 


by the unanimous consent 


holders. 


for the voluntary dissolution thereef 


of all the stock- 


deposited in my office that 
KEIL’S NEWARK BAKERY, 


INC. 


a corporation of this State, whose principal 


office 


nue, in th 





have here: set my hand and af- 
fixed my vilicial seal, at Trenton, 
this Eighteenth day of March, 
(Seal) A.D., one thousand nine hundred 
—< | sixty. 
WARD J. PATTEN, 
yom of State. 
L.J.—Mar. 24, 31, Apr. 7 $21.60 





STATE OF NEW JERSEY | 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE | 
CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 
all to whom these presents may come, | 
Greeting: 
WHEREAS. It appears to my satisfaction 
by duiy authenticated record of the proceed- 
ings for the voluntary dissolution thereof 
by the unanimous consent of all the stock- 
holders, deposited in my office that 

ECHO WINES & LIQUORS, INC. 
a corpuration of this State, whose principal 
office is situated at No. 166 Bloomfield Ave- 
nue, in the City of Newark, County of Essex, 
State of New Jersey (Jack J. Soriano, | 
being the agent therein and in charge thereof. | 
upon whom process may be served). has 
complied with the requirements of Title 14. 
Corporations, General, of Revised Statutes 
of New Jersey, preliminary to the issuing 
of this Certificate of Dissolution. 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, the Secretary of 
State of the State of New Jersey. Do Hereby 
Certify that the said corporation did, on the 
Seventeenth day of March, 1960, file in 
my office a duly executed and attested consent 
in writing to the dissolution of said cor- 
poration, executed by all the stockholders 
thereof. which said consent and the record 
of the proceedings aforesaid are now on file 
in my said office as provided by law. 
WHEREOF, I 


To 





IN TESTIMONY 
have hereto set my hand and af- 
fixed my official seal. at Trenton 
this Seventeenth day of March, 
(Seal) A.D., one thousand nine hundred 
and sixty. 
EDWARD J. PATTEN, 
Secretary of State. 
L.J Mar. 24, 31, Apr. 7 $21.60 
STATE OF NEW yo 


DEPARTMENT OF STA 
CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLU TION 
all to whom these presents may come 

Greeting: 

WHEREAS, It appears to my satisfaction. 

by duly authenticated record of the proceed- 

ings for the voluntary dissolution thereof 

by the unanimous consent of all the stock- 

holders, deposited in my office that 
TREMONT GARDENS, INC. 

a corporation of this State. whose princ 


To 


pra 











office is situated at No. 790 Broad Street, 
in the City of Newark, County of Essex, 
State of New Jersey (Harry A. Sosnow, 


being the agent therein and in charge thereo! 
upon whom process may be served), has 
complied with the requirements of Title 14 
Corporations, General, of Revised Statutes | 
of New Jersey, preliminary to the issuin | 
of this Certificate of Dissolution. 

NOW. THEREFORE, I, the Secretary of 
State of the State of New Jersey, Do Hereby 
Certify that the said corporation did, on the 
Seventeenth day of March, 1960, file in 
my office a duly executed and attested consent 


in writing to the dissolution of said cor- 
poration, executed by all the stockholders 
thereof, which said consent and the record 
of the proceedings aforesaid are now on file 
n my said office as provided by law. 
IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I! 
have hereto set my hand and af- 
fixed my official seal, at Trenton 
this Seventeenth day of March, 
(Seal) A.D.. one thousand nine hundre 
and sixty 
EDWARD J. PATTEN 
Secretary of State 
L.J.—-Mar. 24, 31, Apr. 7 $21.60 « 





STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 

ali to whom these presents may come, 
Greeting: 

“WHEREAS, It appears to my satisfaction 
by duly authenticated record of the proceed- 
ings for the voluntary dissolution thereof 
by the unanimous consent of all the stock- 
holders, deposited in my office that 

THE CHARLOTTE CORP. 
a corporation of this State, whose principal 


To 


office is situated at No. 207 Market Street, 
in the City of Newark, County of Essex, 
State of New Jersey, Nathaniel Alper, 


being the axent therein and in charge thereof. 
upon whom process may be served). has 
complied with the requirements of Title 14. 
Corporations, General. of Revised Statutes 
of New Jersey. preliminary to the issuing 
of this Certificate of Dissolution. 

NOW. THEREFORE, the Secretary of 
State of the State of New Jersey. Do Hereby 
Certify that the said corporation did. on the 
Fifteenth day of March, 1960, file in my 
office a duly executed and attested consent 
in writing to the dissolution of said cor- 
poration, executed by all the stockholders 
thereof, which said consent and the record 
of the proceedings agree nud = — on file 
In my said office as provid 
IN TESTIMONY | O WHEREOF, I 
have hereto set my hand and af- 
fixed my official seal, at Trenton, 
this Fifteenth day of March, 
A.D.. one thousand nine hundred 
and sixty. 

EDWARD J. PATTEN. 
Secretary of State. 


Mar. 24, 31, Apr. 7 $21.60 





Dated: March 17, 1960 
EVA E. CADDY, deceased. 
to the order of DAVID H. 
WIENER, Surrogate of the County of Essex, 
this day made on the application of the 
undersigned, Executor of said deceased, 
notice is hereby given to the creditors of 
said deceased to exhibit to the subscriber, 
under oath or affirmation, their claims and 
demands against the estate of said deceased 
within six months from this date, or they 
will be forever barred from prosecuting or 
recovering the same against the subscriber. 
> NATIONAL NEWARK & ESSEX 
BANKING COMPANY OF NEWARE 
MARY C. DURR, Attorney 


BSTATE OF 
Pursuant 








147 Haletead Street 
East Orange, N. J 
L.J.—Mer. 24, 31, Apr. 7, 14, 21 


Essex, Stat 


is situated at No. 


e City o 


e of New Jersey 


of 


353 Hawthorne Ave- 
Newark, 


County of 
(Yetta Klein, 


being the agent therein and in charge thereof, 


upon whom 


process 


may 


be 


served), has 


complied with the requirements of Title 14. 


Corporations, 
of New Jersey, 
| of this Certificate of Dissolution. 

NOW THEREFORE, 
| State of the State of New Jersey, Do Hereby 


General, 


I, 


of Revised Statutes 
preliminary to the issuing 


the Secretary of 


Certify that the said corporation did, on the 


d 


Sixteent! 
otfice 





a 
in writing 


poration, 
thereof, 


duly 


ay 
exec 


to the 


of March, 


1960, 


file in my 


ted and attested consent 


executed by all 
which said consent and the record 


t 


pve Moa of said cor- 


be stockholders 


of the proceedings aforesaid are now on file 


in my said 
IN 


have hereto set my hand and 
official seal, 
day 
one thousand nine hundred 


fixed 


thi 


(Seal) A.D., 


office 


TESTIMONY 


my 
s Sixtee 


en sixty 
EDWARD J. PATTEN, 
Secretary of State. 


L.J.—Mar. 


24, 


31, A 


nth 


pr. 7 


as provided by law. 


WHERBOF, I 
af- 
at Trenton, 
of March, 


$21.60 





STATE 
?ARTMENT OF 
Y FILING 
TO 


DE 


CERTIFICATE 
STOCKHOLDERS 
whom these presents may come, 


BY 
To all 
Greeting 


to 





OF 
OF 


NEW 


J 


ERSEY 


STATE 
OF CONSENT 
DISSOLUTION 


WHEREAS, It appears to my satisfaction, 


by duly 
ings for 
deposited in 


the 


my 


that 


t 


authenticated record of the proceed- 
voluntary dissolution 
office, 


thereof 
he 


CROWN PHARMACAL CORP. 
a corporation of this State, 


office is situated at No. 


in the City 
State of 


New 


Jersey 


whose principal 


801 Palisade Avenue, 
of Union City, County of Hudson, 
(Joseph 


Weider, 


being the agent therein and in charge thereof, 


upon whom 


process 


may 


b 


e served), has 


complied with the requirements of Title 14, 


Corporations, 








General, 





of Revised Statutes, 





preliminary to the meagan of this Certificate 

that such consent has been filed. 

NOW THEREFORE, 1 EDWARD J. PAT- 

TEN, Seer ‘tary of State of the State of 

New Jerse Hereby Certify that the 

said corp i lid, on the Sixteenth day of 

March, 1980, file in my office a duly ex- 

ecuted and attested consent in writing to 

the disso n of said corporation, executed 
by more twi »-thirds in interest of the 
stockholders thereof, which said certificate 
and the record of the proceedings aforesaid 
are now on file in my said office as provided 
by law. 
IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I 
have hereto set my hand and af- 
fixed my official seal, at Trenton, 
this Sixteenth day of March, A.D., 

Seal) one thousand ne hundred and | 
sixty. | 
EDWARD J. PATTEN 
Secretary of State. 

13 Mar. 24, 31, Apr. 7 $21.60 
STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

CERTIFICATE OF FILING OF CONSENT 





DISSOLUTION 


BY STOC KHOLDERS TO 
To all to whom these presents may come, 

Greeting: 

WHEREAS, It appears to my satisfaction, 
by duly authenticated record of the proceed- 
ings for the voluntary dissolution thereof 
deposited in my office, that the 

FIGURE AND BEAUTY, INC. 
a corporation of this State, whose principal 
fice is situated at No. 801 Palisade Avenue, 
in the City of Union City, County of Hudson, 
State of New Jersey (Joseph Weider, 
being the agent therein and in charge thereof, 
upon whom process may be served), has 


complied 


Corporations, 


prel 


iminary 


to the 


General, 


that such consent has been 
NOW THEREFORE, I, 








with the requirements of Title 14, 
of Revised Statutes, 
issuing of this Certificate 


filed. 
EDWARD J. PAT- 


TEN, Secretary of State of the State of 
New Jersey, Do Hereby Certify that the 
said corporation did, on the Sixteenth day of 
March, 1960, file in my office a duly ex- 
ecuted and attested consent in writing to 
the dissolution of said corporation, executed 
by more than two-thirds in interest of the 
stockholders thereof. which said certificate 
and the record of the proceedings aforesaid 


are now on 


file 


in my 


said office as provided 





by law. 
IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I 
have hereto set my hand and af- 
fixed my official seal, at Trenton, 
this Sixteenth day of March, A.D., 
(Seal) one thousand nine hundred and 
sixty. 
EDWARD J. PATTEN 
Secretary of State. 
L.J.—Mar. 24, 31, Apr. 7 $21.60 
Dated: March 18, 1960 
ESTATE OF WILLIAM F. RAAB, deceased. 
Purevant to the order of DAVID H. 
WIENER, Surrogate of the County of Essex, 
this day made on the application of the 
undersigned, Administratrix of said deceased, 
notice is hereby given to the creditors of 
said deceased to exhibit to the subscriber, 
under oath or affirmation, their claims and 


demands against the estate of said deceased 


within 


will 


six 


be 


forever 


months f 


rom 


this 
barred from prosecuting 


or they 
or 


date, 


recovering the same against the subscriber. 


BOYD, 


LOUISE R 
DODD, KEER & BOOTH, 


31 Park Street 


Montclatr. 
ar. 


N. J. 


24, 31, A 


pr. ¢. 


HELLER 


Attorneys 


. 21 





TAKE 


apply to 


NOTICE 
the Essex County Court, 


that 


the undersigned will 


at the 


Court House, Newark, New Jersey, on April 


14th, 1960, 


at 10 


o'clock in the forenoon, 


for Judgment authorizing them to assume 


the names of Yvonne Wells, 


and John Wells. 


Warren Wells 


Yovonne Wilson 
Warren Wilson 
John Wilson 


Sidney H. Smith, Atty. 
617 Central Ave., 

Bast Orange, N. = 
L.J.—Mar. 17, . 31, 


Apr. 


| 
$10.08 | 








CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 
To all to whom these presents may come, 
Greeting: 


WHERBEAS, It appears to my satisfaction, 
by duly authenticated record of the 
ings for the voluntary dissolution thereot 
by the unanimous corsent of all the stock- 
ale, deposited in my office that 

CHEMICAL RUBBER 

MANUFACTURING CORP. 

a corporation of this State, whose principal 
office is situated at No. Room No. 616, 60 
Park Place, in the City of Newark, County of 
Essex, State of New Jersey (Joseph Bigel, 
being the agent therein and in charge thereof, 
upon whom process may, be served), has 
complied with the requirements of Title 14, 
Corporations, General, of vised Statutes 
of New Jersey, preliminary to the issuing 
of this Certificate of Dissolution. 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, the Secretary of 
State of the State of New Jersey, Do Hereby 
Certify that the said corporation did, on the 
Eighteenth day of March, 1960, file in 
my office a duly executed and attested consent 
in writing to the dissolution of said cor- 
poration, executed by all the stockholders 
thereof, which said consent and the record 
of the proceedings aforesaid are now on file 
in my said office as provided by law. 

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I 








have hereto set my hand and af- 
fixed my official seal, at Trenton. 
this Eighteenth day of March, 
(Seal) A.D., one thousand nine hundred 
and sixty 
EDWARD J. PATTEN, 
Secretary of state. 
L.J.—Mar. 24, 31, Apr. 7 $21.60 
ESTATE OF CONCETTA also known as| 
CATHERINE PADULA, deceased. | 
NOTICE OF SETTLEMENT wa 
Notice is hereby given that the accounts | 
of the subscriber, Executor of the Last bell 





and Testament of CONCETTA also known 
as CATHERINE PADULA, deceased, will be | 
audited and stated by the Surrogate and re- 
Essex County 





ported for settlement to the 
Court, Probate Division, on Tuesday, the 
26th day of April next 
ALFRED L. PADULA | 
ALFRED L. PADULA, Attorney 
744 Broad Street 
Newark 2, N. J. 
Dated: March 8, 1960 
L.J.—Mar. 17, 24, 31, Apr. 7, 14 
SHERIFF'S SALE 
SUPERIOR (CHAN.) D-80 


SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW_ JERSEY, 

CHANCERY DIVISION, ESSEX COUNTY 
DOCKET NO. F-2927-58—Between Harry 
Gorman and Margaret D. Gorman, Plain- 


M. 
tiffs, and Wendel! Billings Sr. and Alice 
Billings, his wife, et als., Defendants. 


Execution for Sale of Mortgaged Premises. 
By virtue of the above stated writ of 
Execution, to me directed, I shall expose 
for Sale by Public Vendue, in Room B-16 
at the Court House, in Newark, on Tuesday, 
the 12th day of April, next, at 1:30 P.M. 
(prevailing time), all the following tract or 
parcel of land and the premises hereinafter 
particularly described, situate, lying and 


being in the City of Newark, Essex County, 
New Jersey. 
BEGINNING on the southerly side of 


point distant 315 feet 2 


New street at a 
the corner of same 


inches westerly from 








and Norfolk street as the same are lald out 
on a map of the A. W. Corey property: 
thence, (1). Along New street westerly 25 
feet: thence, (2) southerly at right angles 
to Nev 3 = t feet: thence (3) easterly 
paral street 25 feet: thence 





y parallel with the second describ- 
ed line 106 feet to the point of BEGINNING. 
BEING known and designated as 330 New 
t, Newark, New Jersey 
The approximate amount of the Judgment 
to be satisfied by said sale is the sum of 
Two Thousand Seven Hundred and Elighty- 
Four Dollars and Seven Cents ($2,784.07), 
gether with the costs of this sale. 
Newark, N. J.. March 7, 1960. 
NEIL G. DUFFY, Sheriff. 
Arthur N. Weitz, Attorney. 


24, 31, Apr. 7 $28.35 


( 4) nactha 


stree 


LJ Mar. 17, 





STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

DRPARTMENT OF STATE 
CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 
all to whom these presents may come 
Greeting: 
WHEREAS. It appears to my satisfaction 
by dulv authenticated record of the proceed- 
ings for the voluntary dissolution thereof 
by the unanimous consent of all the stock- | 
holders. denosited in my office that | 

MILLBURN & HOLMES, INC. 
a corporation of this State. whose nrincina 
office is ated at No. 810 Broad Street. 
ir the Cc of Newark, County of Essex, 
; f New Jersey (H. Edward Toner, 
heing the agent therein and in charge thereof. 
inon whom process may be served). has 
pe with the reanirements of Title 14 
Corporations. General. of Revised Statutes 
ef New Jersey. preliminary to the issuine 
of thia Certificate of Dissolntion. | 
NOW. THEREFORE, I. the Secretary of 
State of the State of New Jersey. Do Herebr 


To 





ity. 


Certify that the said corporation did. on the 
Ninth day of March, 1960, file in my 
office a duly executed and attested consent 


in writing to the dissolution of sald cor- 
noration. executed by all the stockholders 
thereof. which said consent and the record 
of the nroceedings aforesaid are ad on file 
in my sald office as nrovided bv la 
™N TESTIMONY WHFREOF. T 
have hereto set my hand and af- 











| poration, 


| in my said office as provided by ! 


CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 
ee to whom these presents may con, 


WHEREAS, It appears to my satisfact,. 
by duly authenticated record of the Drocees 

@ for the voluntary dissolution the; 
by the unanimous consent of all the gti 
holders. deposited in my office that 

SUPERIOR CABINET CO., INC. 
a corporation of this State, whose p Pi neipa 
office is situated at No. 26 Orange Road 
the Town of Montclair, County ot py 
State of New Jersey (William J. Camaray 
being the agent therein and in charge 
upon whom process may be serve’) py 
complied with the requirements of Title 1 
Corporations, General, of Revised Stators 
of New Jersey, preliminary to the issgi:, 
of this Certificate of Dissolution. 

NOW THEREFORE, I, the Secretary 
State of the State of New Jersey, Do #. 
Certify that the said corporation did, 
Sixteenth day of March, 1960, file 














office a duly executed and attested conan 
in writing to the dissolution of said a. 
poration, executed by all the stockholde 





thereof, which said consent and the ran, 

of the proceedings aforesaid are now on fe 

in my said office as provided by law. 
IN TESTIMONY WHERDOr 
have hereto set my hand and 








fixed my official seal, at Trent, 
this Sixteenth day of Maru 
(Seal) AD., one thousand nine burnin 
and sixty. . 
EDWARD J. PATTEN, 
Secretary of State. 
L.J.—-Mar. 24, 31, Apr. 7 $214 





STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 
To all to whom these presents may com 

Greeting : 
WHEREAS, It appears to my satisfactin: 


by duly authenticated record of the prore< 
ings for the voluntary dissolution them 
by the unanimous consent of all the stoy 


deposited in my office that 
MADISON LANES 
a corporation of this State, whose princing 
office is situated at No. 1 Exchar P 
in the City of Jersey Ci ty, County of 
State of New Jersey (August H ge 
being the agent therein and in charge then 
of, upon whom process may be served), by 
complied with the requirements of Title 1: 
Corporations, General. of Revised Stam: 


S82 y 


holders, 









of New Jersey, preliminary to the 
of this Certificate of Dissolution. 
NOW the Secretary 


Hereby 





3 . THEREFORE, I. 
State of the State of New Jersey, I 
Certify that the Said corporation did 
Eleventh day of March, 1960 
office a duly executed and atteste 







consen 


in writing to the dissolution of said or 
poration, executed by all the stockholdes 
thereof, which said consent and the rewn 


of the proceedings aforesaid are now on £ 
in my said office as provided by | ¥ 
IN TESTIMONY ERDOF 
have hereto set my hand a 
fixed my official seal. at Tre 






this Eleventh day of March I 
(Seal) one thousand nine hundred sx 
sixty. 
EDWARD J. PATTEN,. 
Secretary of State. 
L.J.—Mar. 17, 24, 31 $2 








STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 
To all to whom these presents may com 
Greeting: 


WHEREAS, It appears to my satisfaction 
by duly authenticated record of the prow 
ings for the voluntary dissolution therm! 


by the unanimous consent of all the st«i 
holders, deposited in my office that 
NATIONAL COLLECTION ENFURCEMES? 
SERVICE, INC. 
a corporation of this State, whose pri 
office is situated at No. 24 Commer 
in the City of Newark, County 
State of New Jersey (Harry T. 
being the agent therein and in charge t 
upon whom process may be served) 
complied with the requirements of Title 14 
Corporations, General, of Revised Status 
of New Jersey. preliminary to the issu 
of thia Certificate of Dissolution. 

NOW THEREFORE, I, the Secretary 
State of the State of New Jersey, lo Herety 
Certify that the said corporation did, on & 
Fourteenth day of March, 1960, fie 3 
my office a duly executed and attested const 
in writing to the dissolution of said of 
executed by all the stockholdes 
thereof, which said consent and the rew™ 
of the proceedings aforesaid are now oo fi 








IN TESTIMONY WH 
have hereto set my ha 
fixed my official seal. 
this Fourteenth day 
A.D., one thousand 
and sixty 

EDWARD J. PATTEN, 
Secretary of State. 
L.J.—Mar. 24, 31, Apr. 7 





at 





(Seal) nine 








Dated: March 14 
LILLIAN SERAFIN 

to the order J 
Surrogate of the C 
made on the appli 
Executor of 
notice is hereby given to 
said deceased to exhibit to 
under oath or affirmation, their claims &% 
demands against the estate of said deceas 


within six months from this date the. 


ESTATE OF 
Pursuant 
WIENER, 
this day 
undersigned, 







of 





fixed mv official seal. at Trenton. | will be forever barred from prose ‘ 
this Ninth day of March, A.D..| recovering the same against the subdscril® 
(Seal) one thonsand nine hnondrd and MYER LINNICEK 
sixty. | MEYER LINNICK, Attorney 
FDWARD J PATTEN. 972 Broad Street 
Secretaru of State. | Newark 2, N. J. 
L.J.—Mar. 17. 24, 31 $21.00] J =Mar. 24 Si Aor. 714,121 
se 
STATE OF NEW JERSEY eS Dated: March 7. i 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE | ESTATE OF JOHN SANDRITTER. deceteg 
CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION Pursuant to the order Eat 


To all to whom these presents may come. 

Greeting: 

WHEREAS, It appears to my satisfaction. 
by duly authenticated record of the proceed- 
ings for the voluntary dissolution thereof 
by the unanimous consent of all the stock- 
holders. deposited in my office that 

PIERRE’S, INC. 

a corporation of this State, whose princtpal 
office is situated at No. 1060 Broad Street, 
in the City of Newark, County of Essex, 
State of New Jersey (Kalman Friedman, 
being the agent therein and in charge thereof, 
npop whom process may served). has 
complied with the requirements of Title 14 
Corporations, General. of Revised Statutes 
of New Jersey, preliminary to the issuing 
of this Certificate of Dissolution. 

NOW. THEREFORE, I. the Secretary of 
State of the State of New Jersey, Do Hereby 
Certify that the said corporation did. on the 
Tenth day of March, 1960, file in my 
office a duly executed and attested consent 
in writing to the dissolution of said cor- 
poration, executed by all the stockholders 
thereof. which said consent and the record 
of the proceedings aforesaid are now on file 
in my said office as provided by law. 

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I 
have hereto set my hand and af- 
fixed my official seal. at Trenton 
this Tenth day of March, D 





| (Seal) = thousand nine hundred and 
sixty. 
EDWARD J. PATTEN. 
Secretary of State. 

L.J.—Mar. 17, 24, 31 $21.60! 


WIENER, Surrogate of the County ef 
this day made on the application 
undersigned, Executor of said @ 
notice is hereby given to the credit 
said deceased, to exhibit to the subse 
under oath or affirmation, their claims 
demands against the estate of said deceext 
within six months from this date, of on @ 
will be forever barred from prosec? 
recovering the same against the sabecnte 
THE HOWARD SAVINGS INSTITUT! 
JOHN F. CONNOLLY, Attorney 
11 Commerce Street 
Newark 2. N. J. 
L.J.—Mar. 17, 24. 


of 


Apr. 7, 


31, 





Dated: Marc 
ESTATE OF RONALD L. 
deceased. 

Pursnant to the order 
WIENER, Surrogate of the € 
this day made on the applicati a 
undersigned. Executors of - 
notice is hereby given to 
said deceased to exhibit to 
under oath or affirmation, their cl i 
demands against the estate of sa! 
within six months from this dat te, 
will be forever barred vibes 
recovering the same against the subs¢er 

HELEN H. FREIERMUTH past 
FIDELITY UNION TRUST on EREE 





RIKER. DANZIG. MARSH & 
Attorneys 

744 Broad Street 

Newark 2. N. J. 

L.J.—Maer. 24, 31, Apr. 7, 14. 2! 
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
cERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 
To gi to whom these presents may come, 


naa It appears to my See | 
aly guthenticated record of th 

for the voluntary po ler Ba a 

the ae consent of all a stock- 


niders, deposited in 


my office tha 
ones VALLEY NURSERY. "INC. 
tion of this State, whose principal 
tuated at No. 15 Main Street, 
Hackensack, County of Be orgen, 
sat of (George A. 
. agent therein and in eharge thereof, 
i bes of Ticie 14, 
az wi a” the requirements o 
~ommpiied Revised Statutes 
ersey, preliminary to the issuing 
. 1 ae cea of Dissolution. 
yow THEREFORE, I, the Secretary of | 
seate of the State of New Jersey, Do Hereby | 
said corporation aid, on the 


che City of 
ee of New Jersey 


es whom process 
Jorpora tions, General, of 
+ this 


rtity that the sa 
day of March, 1960, 





BA 


fixed my official seal, 


this Eleventh day of March, 
one thousand nine hundred 


sixty. 
EDWARD J. PATTEN, 
Secretary ef State. 

Mar. 17, 24, 31 








| upon Ww 


4 duly executed and aikeenel consent 
. writing to the dissolution of said cor- 
oration, executed by all the stockholders 
ad which said censent and the record 
the proceedings aforesaid are new on file | 
my said office as provided by law. 

IN TESTIMONY WHERDPOF, 
have hereto set my hand and af- 


STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 
| To all to whom these presents may come, 

ae: 
WHEREAS, It appears to my satisfaction. 
by Rg authenticated record of the proceed- 


for the voluntary dissolution thereof 
by ge unanimous ae of all the stock- 


holders, Boyoary my office that 
EMUS TURRPIEE CORP. 


a pam... of this — whose principal 
1180 Raymond Boule- 
County of 
Essex, State of New Jersey (Charles Handler, 


office is situated at No. 
vard, in the City of Newark, 


being the agent therein and in charge thereo!. 
rocess may 


Corporations, General, of Revised Statutes 


|} of New Jersey, preliminary to the issuing 
| of this Certificate 


of Diseolution. 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, the Secretary of 
State of the State of New Jersey, Do Hereby 
| Certify that the said corporation did, on the 
Twenty-second day of March, 
my office a duly executed and attested consent 
in writing to the dissolution of said cor- 
poration, executed by all the stockholders 
thereof, which said consent and the record 


| of the proceedings aforesaid are now on file 
|in my said office as provided by 1 
N TESTLM 


aw. 
ONY WHEREOF. I 
have hereto set my hand and af- 
fixed my official seal. at Trenton 
this Twenty-second day of March, 
(Seal) A.D., one thousand nine hundred 
and sixty. 
EDWARD J. PATTEN 
Secretary of State. 


L.J Mar. 31, Ap ‘, = $21.60 | 
| L.J.—Mar. 24, 31, Apr. 7 








STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
SPARTMENT OF STATE 
CATE OF FILING OF 2 2 
sy STOCKHOLDERS TO DISSOLUTION 
+, all ta whom these presents may come, 







Ost 
preeting : 



















my office, that the 
“AFTER DARK, INC. 


Nee Jersey 


" General, 


‘consent has been filed. 


ion did, 


attested consent in 


ution of said corporation, 
than two-thirds in interest 
d which said 
rd of the proceedings aforesaid 
le in my said office as provided 


thereof, 








xed my official seal, 


is Tenth day of March, 
hundred 


we ne thousand = nine 
sixty. 
:DWARD J. PATTEN 
‘ecretary of State. 
Mar. 17, 24, 31 









ATE OF FILING OF 
KHOLDERS TO 





my office, that the 
ER ENTERPRISES, 


New Jersey 





with the requirements of 
ions, General, of Revised 
liminary to the issuing of this Certific 


hat ane nsent has been filed. 
_\OW THEREFORE, 





file in my office 


thereof, 





IN TESTIMONY 

fixed my official seal, 
“a ne thousand nine 
DWARD J. PATTEN 


Secretary of State. 
Mar. 17, 24, 31 


—. 


lu at to whom tiese 


4S, It appears to my satisfaction, 
nenticated record of the proceed- 


e voluntary dissolution a corporation of this State, 





of this State, whose 
ated at No. 801 Pa lisade Ave 
f Union City, County of 
(Joseph 
gent therein and in charge 
process may be serve.) 
) the requirements of 
nD of Revised t 
to the issuing of this Cert 











Stat 
I veuty second day of 
my office a duly executed and attested consent 
in writing to the dissolution of said cor- 
oration, executed by all the stockhuiders 
thereof, 


EREFORE, I, EDWARD J 
tary of State of the S 
Do Hereby Certify 
on the Tenth day 
file in my office a 


TESTIMONY WHEREOF, 
have hereto set my hand and af 


SLATE UF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT UF SLATE 
CERLIFICATE UF DISSULULION 
vresenis May CcuMme 
Greeting: 
Becerra ak It appears to my satisfaction 
duly authenucated record ol we se el 
uxs tor the vVuiuutary dissulution the , 
J UDADIMoUs consebt of ali the aiock: 
jiders, deposited in my office that 
HOUMA HOMES, IN‘ 
Whose pripcipu. 






is situ jated at No. 4u Elder AV ip 

s sible of Bergentie.d, County of Bergen, 
State 2 New Jersey (Wiliam Horn, 
being the agent therein and in charge thereol, 
ipon Whom process may be served), las 
Inplied with the requirements of ‘Title ‘lt 


orporations, General, of Kevised Statutes 
New — a preliminary to the issuing 
this Certificate of Dissolution. 


NOW, THEREFORE, I, the Secretary of 
te of the State of New Jersey, Vo Hereby 

fy that the said corporation did, on the 
March, 1900, file in 






which said consent and the recuru 
the proceedings aforesaid are — on tile 


in my said office as provided by 


ia 
IN TESTIMONY WHE REF, 1 
have hereto set my hand and af- 
fixed my official seal, at Trenton. 


this Twenty-secund day of March, 

(Seal) A.D., one thousand nine hundred | 
and sixty | 
EDW ARD J. PATTEN. 


Secretary of State. 
J.—-Mar. 31, Apr. 7, 14 $21.60 





TE OF NEW JERSEY 
ARTMENT OF STATE 





ings for the voluntary dissolution thereof 
SE by the unanimous consent of all the stock 
DISSOLUTION | belders. deposited in my office that 


whom these presents may 
AS, It appears to my satisfaction, 
thenticated record of the proceed- 
voluntary dissolution 





of this State, whose principal complied with the requirements of Title 14 
ated at No. 801 Palisade nue 
of Union City, County of Hudson, 
(Joseph Fei 
gent therein and in charge 
cess may be served), 


f New Jersey, 
¢ 


“NOW, THEREFORE, I, 
State of the State of New Jersey, Do Hereby | 


Twenty-third day of 
my office a duly executed and attested consent | 
in writing to the dissolution of said cor 
wration, executed by all the stockholders 








I, EDWARD J 
TEN, Secretary of State of the S 
Je Do Hereby Certify 
ration did, on the Tenth 


h ” 

ed and attested consent in writing to 
tion of said corporation, 

two-thirds in interest 

e which said 

the record of the proceedings aforesaid 

now on file in my said office as provid 


(Seal) A.D., 


WHEREOF, 
have hereto set my hand and af- 
at Trenton, 
this Tenth day of March, 
hundred 





SHERIFF'S SALE 


SUPERIOR (CHAN.) D-75 
OF NEW JERSEY, 

DIVISION, ESSEX COUNTY | 
F-1437-58—Between 
mited partnership association 
Plaintiff, and Benjamin L. | 
Nellie Thompson, i ? 
Execution for sale of Mortgaged | 









‘OURT 


lay a April, next at 


Newark, Essex 


— there 
from the 










street ; 


58 High street, 


npaid taxes, the 





@ 
State and Federal 





easements of 








© survey. 


J., March 7, 


a: er a & Weiss, 
. ‘ 31, Apr. 7 





a corporation of this State, whose principal 
f the 






being the agent therein and in charge thereof 
upon whom process may be served). has 
complied with the requirements of Title 14, 
orporationa, 
f New Jersey, 


f the above stated writ 
f this Certificate of Dissolution. 


me directed, I shall 
Public Vendue, in Room B-16/ 4 
t House, in Newark, on Tuesday, | State of the State of New Jersey, Do Herehy 
Y Certif y that — said corporation did, on the 
time), all that certain fg 
nd and premises hereinafter par 

ribed, situate, lying and a being | 


my ‘office a duiy executed and attested consent 
in writing to the dissolution of said cor- 
poration, 
| thereof, 
t a point in the easterly f the proceedings aforesaid are now on file 


ntersection 





z “the ence (1) run ning 
inutes east 68.60 feet ; 
Suing north 8 degrees 56 minutes east 
t: t running north 
68.60 feet 


side of High 


STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 


To ali to whom these presents may come 


Greeting: 
WHEREAS, It appears to my satisfaction 
duly authenticated record of the proceed 


LESTER REALTY CORPORATION 


a agorboration of this State, whose principa | 

« is situated at No. 591 Summit Avenue, | 

in the City of Jersey City, County of H tdson, | 

tate of New Jersey (Herman C. iverstein, | 

bei ing the agent therein and in chines thereot | 
1pon whom process may be served), ha 


General. of Revised Statute. 
preliminary to the issuin: | 
this Certificate of Dissolution. | 


/Tporations, 


the Secretary of | 


rtify that the said corporation did, on the 


1ereof, which said consent and the record 


of the proceedings aforesaid are now on file 
in my said office as provided by law. | 


TESTIMONY WHEREOF. 
fixed my official seal. at Trentoy 
this Twenty-third day of Marci 
one thousand nine hundred 
and sixty | 
EDWARD J. PATTEN. 
Secretary of State. | 


Mar. 31, Apr. 7, 14 $21.60) 
| 
| 





STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
ERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 


To all to whom theee presents may come, 


trreeting: 
WHEREAS, It appears to my satisfaction 


unanimous consent of all the stock 
Jers. denosited in my office that 
COUNTRY LAKE HOMES, INC. 





is situated at No. Loch Road, in 
; f Franklin Lakes, County of Bergen, 
(Theodore G. Councilor, 


tate of New Jersey 


General, of Revised Statutes 
preliminary to the issuing 


NOW, THEREFORE, I, the Secretary o: 


f March, 1960, file in 


executed by all the stockholders 
which said consent and the record 





my said office as provided by law 
IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, 1 
have hereto set my hand and af- 
fixed my official neal. at Trenton | 
tk Fifteenth a of March, | 
one Gicdenad! nine hundred and | 


Seal) A D., 


sixty. 
EDWARD J. PATTEN, 
Secretary of State. 


J.— Mar. 31, Apr. 7, 14 $21.60 





56 minutes west 27 
1 place of BEGINNING. 
description is for 
Po og 


Tdinances and ot - applica WIENER, 


tenants and occupants, 





ich facts as would be revealed 
under oath or affirmation, their claims and 
demands against the estate of said deceased 
within six months from this date, or they 
will be Big ng barred — prosecuting or 
recover the same against the subscriber. 


timate amount of the Judgment 

oc by said sale is the sum of 
nd Two Hundred and Seventy-| 
and Fifty-Five Cents 

toget her with the -—" - this sale. 

ANDREW B. CRUMMY, Attorney 

11 Commerce -8treet 

Newark N. 

iJ Mar. 24, 31, Apr. 7, 14, 21 


NEIL G. berry. Sheriff. 


Jated: March 16, 1960) 


[ 
ESTATE OF RHODA E.8. ROSSBACH, 


deceased 
Pureuant to the order of DAVID H.} 
yo of the County of Essex, 
day made on the application of the 
Executor of said deceased, 
is hereby given to the creditors of 
deceased to exhibit to the subscriber, 


THE "HOWARD SAV INGS INSTITUTION 





D served), has 
| complied with the requirements of Title 14 


1960, file in 


of the proceedings af 





STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 


To ali to whom these presents may come, 
eti 


Greeting: 


WHERBAS, lt appears to my satisfaction. 
by duly autuenticated record of the proceed- 
ings for the voluntary dissolution thereu! 
by the unanimous consent of ali a etock- 


bolders, Se in my office tha 
MICHAELS BLEACH’ 
MANUFAOTURLNG OORP. 


a corporation of this State, whose principal 
office is situated at No. 921 Bergen Avenue, 
in the City of Jersey City, County of Hudson, 
(Mfortimer Neuman, 
being the agent therein and in charge therco!, 
served). bas 
complied with the requirements of Title 14. 
Statutes 
of New Jersey. preliminary to the issuinx 


State of New Jersey 
upon whom process may 
Corporations, General. of Revised 
of thie Certificate of Dissolution. 


NOW. THEREFORE, | 
State of the State of New Jersey, Lo Hereby 


t the said corporation did, on the 


Fifteenth day of March, 


my office a duly executed and attested consent 


in writing to the dissolution of said cor- 


Doration, executed by all the etockholders 
thereof. which said consent and the record 
oresaid are now on Gle 
in my eaid office as provided by law. 
IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, 1 
have hereto set my hand and af- 
my official seal. at Trenten 
(Seal) <A.D., one thousand nine hundrew 
and sixty 
EDWARD J. PATTEN. 
Secretary of State. 
$21.60 











(Seal) = A.D., 


..J.—Mar. 24, 31, Apr. 7 


STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 


To all to whom these presents may come, 


Greeting: 
WHEREAS, It appears to my satisfaction, 


| by duly authenticated record of the proceed- 
ings 


for the voluntary dissolution thereof 


by the unanimous consent of all oy stock- 
holders, deposited in my office 


AOADEMY RECREATION, INC. 


a corporation of this State, whose principal 
office is situated at No. 2 Mott Street, 
in the City of Newark, 
State of New 
being the agent therein and in charge there- 
of, upon whom process may be served), has 
complied with the requirements of Title 14, 
Corporations, General, 
of New Jersey, preliminary to the issuing 
of this Certificate of Dissolution. 


County of Essex, 


Jersey (Bruno Berk, 


of Revised Statutes 


NOW, THEREFORE, I, the Secretary of 


State of the State of New Jersey, Do Hereby 
Certify that the said corporation did, on the 
Fifteenth day of March, 1960, 
| office a duly executed and attested consent 
in writing to the dissolution of said cor- 
poration, 
thereof, which said consent and 
of the proceedings aforesaid are now en file 
in my eaid office as provided by law. 


file in my 


executed by all the stockhbo: 
the record 


IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I 
bave hereto set my hand and af- 
Gxed my official seal, at Trenton, 
this Fifteenth day of March, 


and sixty. 

EDWARD J. PATTEN, 

Secretary of State. 

$21.60 





by duly authenticated record of the proeeed 
ings for the voluntary dissolution thereof 
by the unanimous consent of all the eteck- 
| holders, deposited in my office that 


a corporation of this State, 
office is stiuated at No 
Street, in the City of Elizabeth, County of 
Union, State of New Jersey (Harry Wolf, 
being the agent therein and in charge thereof. 
|} upon whom process may be served). bas 
| 


Corporations, 
of New Jersey, preliminary to the iesuing | 
of this Certificate of Dissolution. 


f March, 1960, file in| State of the State of New Ji rsey, Do Hereby 
Certify that the said corporation did. on the 
Fifteenth day of March, 1960, 
f cures a duly executed and attested consent 
in writing to the disselution of said cor- 
poration, 
thereof. which eaid consent and the record 
1 | of the proceedings a d — —= on file 
Lave hereto set my hand and af-| in my un office as provided 


the Secretary of 


1960, fle in my 
office @ duly executed and attested consent 


Dated: 
ESTATE OF LOUIS COMITO, 
Pursuant to the order of DAVID H. 


undersigned, 
said deceased, to exhibit to the subscriber, 


recovering p same against the subscriber. 
RAHAM F. COMITO 

HARRY J. ASTEVENS, JR., Attorney 

482 ea —_— 

Newark 7, 

L.J.—Mar. Xe “14, 24, 31, Apr. 7 





the 14th day of April, 1960, at 9:30 A.M. 


Angelo Michael De Jura. 
ANGELO JOHN SALZANO 
ANTHONY E. GRASSO 
Attorney for Petitioner 
744 Broad Street 
Newark, New Jersey 
L.J.—Mar. 17, 24, 31, Apr. 7 $8.82 


TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned will 
apply to the Essex County Court, ~ 
House, Newark, New Jersey, at 10:00 A.M. 
on the 14th day of April, 1960, for a judg- 
pon to assume the names of LARRY L. 











one thousand nine hundred | 





STATE OF NEW JERSEY 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE | 


CERTIFIOATE OF DISSOLUTION 


To ali to whom these presenta may oome, 


Greeting: 
WHEREAS, It appeare to my satisfaction. 


HAFTER’S, INC 
whose principal 
1139 East Jersey 





complied with the requirements of Title 14 


General, of Revised Statutes 


NOW, THEREFORE, I, the Secretary of 


file in my 


executed by all the stockbolders 


TEST LMON Y WHERBOF, I 
have herete set my hand and af 
fixed my official seal. at Trenton 


this Fifteenth lay of Mareb, 

| (Seal) A.D., one thousand nine hundred 
and sixty 

EDWARD J. PATTEN | 

Secretary of State } 

..J.—Mar. 24, 31, Apr. 7 $21.60 | 





| ro all to whom these presents may come, 


| A by duly authenticated record of the a 

by duly authenticated record of the proceed- |b fae the voluntary diesekiting er sce 
| ings for the voluntary dissolution thereof | by the unanimous consent of all the stock- 
| holders, deposited in my office that 


a corporation of this State, whose principal 
office is situated at No. 31 Clinton Street, 
in the City of Newark, 
State of New Jerse; 
being the agent therein and in charge thereof, 
upon whom 
complied with the requirements of Title 14, 
Corporations, General, of Revised Statutes 
of New Jersey, preliminary to the tesuing 
of this Certificate of Dissolution. 


State of the State of New Jersey, Do Hereby 
Certify that the said corporation did, on the 
Seventeenth day of March. 1960, file in 
my office a duly executed and attested consent 
in writing to the dissolution of said cer- 
poration, executed by all the stockholders 
thereof, which said consent and the record 
of the proeeedings aforesaid are — on file 
in my said office as provided b 
IN 


this Seventeenth day of March, 
(Seal) A.D., one thousand nine hundred | 
and sixty 
EDWARD J. PATTEN, 
Secretary of siete. 
ad Mar. 24. 31, Apr $21.60 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 


Greeting: 
WHEREAS, It appears to my satisfaction, 
roceed 


WOODGLEN CORP. 
County of Enxeex, 


Samuel S. Ferster, 


process may be served), has 


NOW, THEREFORE, I. the Secretary of 


y 
TIMONY WHEREOF, I 
bave hereto set my hand and af- 
fixed my official seal, at Trenton, 





D March 21, 1960 

ESTATE OF HAROLI BLANCHARD, 
deceased. 

Pursuant to the order of DAVID H. 


WIENER, Surrogate 
this day made on the app 
undersigned, Exect 
notice is hereby ¢ 
said deceased to e 
under oath or affirmation, 
demands against the estate of said deceased 
within six months from this date, or they 
will be forever barred from prosecuting or 
recovering the same against the subscribers. 


OAREY & JARDINE, Attorneys 
11 Commerce Street | 
Newark 2, N. J. | 
L.J.—Mar. 24, 31. Apr. 7, 14, 21 





of the County of Essex, 
lication of the 
deceased, 
» the creditors of 
to the subscribers, 
their claims and 


of said 








EDITH BITTLES BLANCHARD 
BLANCHARD, JR. 


ALICE 
HAROLD MERCER 








ever barred from prosecuting or recovering 


| 


NOBEL, MURIEL RUDD NOBEL, ELLEN 
JOY ii and MARK DAVID NOBEL. 
OUIS NEBELKOPF 

MURIEL RUDD NEBELKOPF 
individually and as Parents and 
natural guardians of Ellen Joy 
Nebelkopf and Mark Nebelkopf, 
infants. 

MORRIS RUBIN 

2 Broad Street 

Bloomfield, New Jerse 


L.J.—Mar. 17, 24, 31, Apr. 7 $13.23 








Dated: Marck 7, 1960 
ESTATE OF JOHN HOWARD RAYMOND, 
deceased. 

Pursuant to the order of DAVID H. 
WIENER, Surrogate of the County ef Essex, 
this day made, on the application of the 
undersigned, Executrix of said deceased, 
notice is hereby given to the creditors of 
said deceased, to exhibit to the subscriber 
under oath or affirmation, their claims and 
demands against the estate of said deceased, 
within six months from this date, or they 
will be forever barred from vrosecuting or 
recovering the same against the subscriber. 

ALLIAN Z. SMITH 
STEPHEN J. LORENZ, Attorney 
39 Sanford Place 
Newark 6, N. J. 
L.J.—Mar. 10, 17, 24, 31, Apr. 7 





Dated: February 24, 1960 
ESTATE OF WILLIAM J. MILLER, JR., 
also known as WILLIAM J. MILLER, 
aesenect. 

Pursuant to the order of DAVID H. WIEN- 
ER, Surrogate of the County of Essex, this 
day made on the application of the under- 
signed, Administrator of said deceased, notice 
is hereby given to the creditors of said de- 
ceased to exhibit to the subscriber, under 
oath or affirmation, their claims and demands 
against the estate of said decased within six 
months from this date, or they will be for- 


the same against the subscriber. 


March 1, 1960 
deceased. 


WIENER, Surrogate of the County of Essex, 
this dax made, on the , ae ow of the 


notice is hereby given to the creditors of 


under oath or affirmation, their claims and 
demands against the estate of said deceased 
within si%months from this date, or they 
will be forever barred from prosecuting or 


TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned shall 
apply to the Essex County Court, located at 
the Court House, Newark, New Jersey, on 


for a judgment to assume the name of 
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Dated: March 9, 1960 
ESTATE OF KATHERINE W. CORTRIGHT, 
deceased. 

Pursuant to the order of DAVID H. 
WIENER, Surrogate of the County of Essex, 
this day made, on the application of the 
undersigned, Executor of said deceased, 
notice is hereby given to the creditors of 
said deceased, to exhibit to the subscriber, 
under oath or affirmation, their claims and 
demands against the estate of said deceased 
within six months from this date, or they 
will be forever barred from prosecuting or 
recovering the same against the subscriber. 

THE HOWARD SAVINGS INSTITUTION 
JOHN W. STRAHAN, Attorney 
79 Halsey Street 
Newark 2, N. J. 

L.J.—Mar. 17, 24, 31, Apr. 7, 14 





D > March 9, 1960 
ESTATE OF CHARLES E. NESS, deceased. 
Pursuant to the order of DAVID H. 
WIENEK, Surrogate of the County of Kesex, 
this day made on the application of the 
undersigned, Executors of seid deceased, 
notice is hereby given to the creditors of 
said deceased, to exhibit to the subscribers, 
under oath or atlirmation, their claims and 
demands against the estate of said deceased 
within six months from this date, or they 
will be forever barred from prosecuting or 
recovering the same against the subscribers 
FRANCES NESS 
THE HOWAKDL SAVINGS INSTITUTION 
DOUGLAS C. BAKER, Attorney 
11 Commerce Street 
Newark 2, N. J. 


L.J.—Mar. 17, 24, 31, Apr. 7, 14 





STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
CERTIFICATE OF DISSULUTLON 


Zo all to whom these presents may come, 





(Seal) one 


Greeting: 
WHEKEAS, It appears to my satisfaction. 


by duly authenticated record of the proceed- 
ings lor the Voluntary dissolution thereof 
by the unanimous consent of all the stock- 
hulders, deposited in my otfice that 


GROUVESIDE CU., INC, 


@ corporation of this State, whose principal 
ottice is situated at No. 166 Bloomtield Avenue, 
in the City of Newark, 
State of New 
being the agent therein and in charge therev!, 
upon whom process may be served), bas 
complied with the requirements of Title 14 
Corporations, Geueral, 
otf New Jersey, preliminary to the issuing 
of this Certuicate of Dissvlution. 


County of Essex, 


Jersey (Jack J. Soriano, 


of Kevised Statutes 


NUW THEREFORE, 1, the Secretary of 


State of the State of New Jersey, Lo Hereby 
Certify that the said corporation did, on the 
Eleventh duy of March, 
otfice a duwiy 
in writing tw the dissolution of said cor- 
poration, 
thereof, which said cousent and the record 
of the proceedings aforesaid are now on file 
in my said office as provided by law. 


1960, tile in my 
executed and attested consent 


executed by ail the stockholders 


IN TESTIMONY WHERBOF, I 
have herewo set my hand and af- 
fixed my official seal, at ‘Trenton, 
this Eleventh day of March, A.D., 
thousand nine bundred and 
sixty. 

EDWARD J. PATTIEN, 

Secretary of State. 


.J.—Mar. 17, 24, 31 $-1.60 








HENRY F. MARKS 
23 Central Avenue 
Lynn, Massachusetts 
L.J.—-Mar. 3, 10, 17, 24, 31 








| recovering the same against the subscriber 


| 
Dated: February 26, 196¢ | 

ESTATE OF LOUIS % ABLICK, deceased. 
Pursuant to the order of DAVID H 
WIENER, Surrogate of the County of Essex 
this day made, on the application of the 
undersigned. Executor of said deceased, 
notice is hereby given to the creditora of 
said deceased, to exhibit to the subscriber 
under oath or affirmation, their claims and 
demands against the estate of sald deceased. 
within six months from this date, or they 
will be forever barred from prosecuting or 


STUART YABLICK 
KAPP BROTHERS, 
744 Broad Street 
Newark 2, N. J. 
L.J.—Mar. 3, 10, 17, 24, 31 


Attorneys 





| under oath or affirmation, their claims and 


Dated: February 26, 1960 

ESTATE OF DANIEL D. KAPLAN, deceased. 
Pursuant to the order of DAVID H | 
WIENER, Surrogate of the County of Essex, | 
this day made, on the application of the 
undersigned, Executrix of said deceased, 
notice is hereby given to the creditors of 
said deceased, to exhibit to the subscriber 


demands against the estate of said deceased, 

within six months from this date, er they 

will be forever barred from prosecuting o7 

recovering the same against the subscriber. 
TOBY KAPLAN 

HOWARD T. ROSEN, Attorney 

790 Broad Street 

Newark 2. N. J 

L.J.—Mar. 3, 10, 17, 24, 31 





ESTATE 


Dated: March 7, 1960 
OF FREDERICK 8S. BUTLER, 

decea . 

Pursuant to the order of DAVID H. 
WIENER, Surrogate of the County of Eseex, 
this day made on the application of the 
undersigned, Administrator of said deceased. 
notice is hereby given to the creditors of 
said deceased. to exhibit to the subscriber, 
under oath or affirmation their claims and 
demands against the estate of said deceased 
within six months from this date, or they; 
will be forever barred from prosecuting or | 





recovering the same against the subscriber | 


THOMAS F. BUTLER 


HARRY J. STEVENS, JR., Attorney 

482 Centra! Avenue | 
Newark. N. J. | 
L.J Mar. 10, 17. 24. 31, Apr. 7 } 





a corporation of this State, 


and attested consent in writing to the disso- 
lution of said corporation, which said consent 
and the record of the proceedings aforesaid, 
are now on file in my said office as provided 


by law. 
IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I 
have hereunto set my hand and 
affixed by Official Seal, at Trenton, 
this Seventh day of March, A.D., 
(Seal) Nineteen hundred and sixty. 


'L.J.—Mar. 10. 17, 24, 31 





STATE OF NEW = ! 
DEPARTMENT OF STAT 
CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION | 
To all to whom these presents may come, 
Greeting: 
WHEREAS, it appears to my satisfaction, | 


by duly authenticated record of the proceed-| 


ings for the voluntary dissolution thereof, by 
the consent of all the members then present, | 
that 
THE LEWIT FUND, INC. | 
has complied | 
with all the requirements of Title 15, Cor- 
porations and Associations Not for Profit, 
Revised Statutes of 1937, preliminary to the 
issuing of this certificate of dissolution. 
NOW THEREFORE, I, the Secretary of 
State of the State of New Jersey, DO 
HEREBY CERTIFY, that the said corpora- 
tion did, on the Seventh day of March, 
A.D., 1960, file in my office a duly executed 





EDWARD J. PATTEN 
Secretary of State. 
$24.57 





(Seal) A.D., 


L.J.—-Mar. 24, 31, Apr. 7 


STATE OF NEW JERSBY 
DEPAKTMENT OF STATH 
CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 


To all to whom these presents may come, 


Greeting: 
WHEREAS, It appears to my satisfaction. 


by duly authenticated record of tue proceed- 
ings for the voluntary dissolution there: 
by the uuanimous consent of all the stock- 
holders, deposited 


my office that 
FABYAN PRODUCE OO., INC. 


a corporation of this State, whose principal 
office is situated at Nv. 225 Pomona Avenue, 
in the City of Newark, County of Essex, 
State of New Jersey 
being the agent therein and in charge thereo!. 
upon whom process may 
complitd with the requirements of Title 14. 
Corporations, General. of Revi: 
of New Jersey, preliminary to the issuing 
of this Certificate of Dissolution. 


(Abraham Madee, 
be served), has 


Statutes 


NOW. THEREFORE, I, the Secretary of 


State of the State of New Jersey. Do Hereb» 
Certify that the said corporation did, on the 
Seventeenth day 
my office a duly executed and attested consent 
in writing to the dissolution of said cor- 
poration, 
thereof. which said consent and the recor: 
of the proceedings aforesaid are now on filr 
in my said office as provided by law. 


of March, 1960, file in 


executed by all the stockholders 


IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF. ! 
have hereto set my hand and af- 
fixed my official seal, at Trenton 
this Seventeenth day of March, 
= thousand nine hindr 
and eixt 

EDWARD. J. PATTEN. 

Secretary of State. 

$21.60 








STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
CERTIFICATE OF DISSOLUTION 
o all to whom these presenta may come, 
Greeting: 


WHEREAS, It appears to my satisfaction. 


by duly authenticated record of the proceed 
ings for the voluntary dissolution thereof 
by the unanimous consent of all the stock- 
holders, ——s in my office that 


NICOTAL OORP. 


a corporation ‘of this State. whose principal 
office is situated at No. 24 Commerce Street, 
in the City of Newark, 
State of New Jersey (Harry T. 
being the agent therein and in charge thereof. 
upon whom process may be served). has 
complied with the requirements of Title 14. 
Corporations, 
of New Jersey. 
of this Certificate of Dissolution. 


County of Essex 
Davimos, 


General, of Revised Statutes 
preliminary to the issuing 


NOW. THEREFORE, I. the Secretary of 


State of the State of New Jersey, Do Hereby 
Certify that the said corporation did, on the 
Fourteenth day of March, 1960, 
my office a duly executed and attested consent 
in writing to the dissolution of said cor 
mration, 
thereof. which said consent an 
of the proceedings aforesaid are now on file 
ir. my said office as nrovided bv law 
IN 


file in 


executed by all the steckholders 
the record 


TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I 
have hereto set my hand and af 


fixed my official seal, at Trenton. 
this Fourteenth day of March, 
(Seal) A.D... one thousand nine hundred 
and sixty 
EDWARD J. PATTEN 
Secretary of State 
J Mar 24, 31, Apr. 7 $21.60 





TAKE NOTICE: That the undersigned will 


appiy te the Essex County Court, Court 
House. 
April 7, 1960 at 10:00 A.M. for a judgment 
on behalf of Joe Thomas Robinson, an infant 
te assume the name of Joseph Thomas Jones. 


Newark, New Jersey, on Thursday, 


gned 
Joseph Jones, guardian 
ad litem of the infant 
Joe Thomas Robinson 


oe Mar. 10, 17, 24, 31 $8.19 








TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 


TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned will 


apply to the Essex County Court, Court 
House, Newark, New Jersey, at 10:00 A.M. 
on the 7th day of April, 1960, for a faag- 
ment to assume the name of ELEANOR 
SHIPLEY 
ELEANOR SHIPLEY PAYNTON MICKLEY 
MORRIS RUBIN 

2 Broad Street 

Lg aes New Jersey 


PAYNTON 


a Mar. 10, 17, 24, 31 $8.82 
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Motion Day Change 


Superior Court Judge Frank 
J. Kingfield will hear Chancery 
and Law Division motions at 
Trenton on Thursday, April 28 
instead of Friday April 29, since 
the Judicial Conference is sched- 
uled for the 29th of April. 


Essex District Court 
Easter Recess Order 


Schedule for the Essex County 
District Court 
After conclusion of business 
on Thursday, April 14th, 1960, 
and through Friday, April 22nd, 
1960, the Essex County District 
Court will have the following ses- 
sions: 
Monday, April 18th, 1960 
Tuesday, April 19th, 1960 | 
Wednesday, April 20th, 1960 | 
| 
| 





Thursday, April 21st, 1960 

Friday, April 22nd, 1960 
Hearings will be confined to the 
following matters: 

Small Claims cases, Tenancy 
cases, Motions, Proceedings to 
approve settlements, proof cases, 
pre-trials and contested cases 
in which parties or witnesses are 
not available during other ses- 
sions of the Court. 

Charles S. Barrett, Jr., J.D.C. 
Joseph B. Sugrue, J.D.C. 
Roger M. Yancey, P.J.D.C. 











+ 


© COMPLETE ATTORNEY COOPERATION 
BRUMBERG, JUDLOWE 
& SIGLER 
ACCREDITED PUBLIC ADJUSTERS 
OF INSURED PROPERTY LOSSES 
34 Howe Avenue, Passaic, N. J. 
Prescott 9-0362 

















Bankruptcies 


The names of the Referees are abbreviated 
as follows: L-Lipkin; T-Tallyn; F- -Fishberg 


A. J. MAZZONI Tile Co. Inc., 11 So. Fuller- 
ton Ave., Montclair: Chap. XI; liab. $196,- 
380.91; assets $196,380.91; refr. 2. & 
F.; solr. Allan L. Tumarkin; 3-25 

BOYD, Philip M., 251 Havana Ave., Egg 
Harbor City; vol.; liab. $72,503.99; assets 
$2,350; refr. L.T.&F.; solr. Martin 
sloom; 3-25. . 

CERNIEUX, Paul, Chestnut Ave. & Union 
Rd., Twp. of Bue na Vista, P.O. Address 
Vineland; vol.; liab. $20,668.71; assets 


$610; refr. L.T. & F.; solr. Lipman & C.; 

3-23. 

116 MacArthur Ave., Gar- 
$2,036.47; assets $900; 

solr. Mainardi & M.; 3-28 

M., 150 Valley 
refr. 28. s 


GARDNER, John, 
field; vol.; liab. 
refr. L.T. & F.; 

HUBBARD, Betty 
Princeton; Invol.; 
Arthur Teich; ¢ 

JOHNSON, illi 
thorne Ave. “Ne wark; vol.; 

88; assets $800; refr. L.T. 
A. Herbert D’Amico; 3-25 


3-25. 
KOFF, Harry, 7134 Brownery Rd., 
sauken; vol.;  liab. 


$27,586.95 ; 
$250; refr. L.T.&F.; solr. 
Brown; 3-28. 
LOWIC K, Lawrence J., 
vol. ; liab. $8,968.85 ; 
ae & F.; solr. Eugene 


R4., 
solr. 


» 9% 
3-23. 
Sr., 2383 


Clyde, 
liab. $6,269- 
r &F.: 


Penn- 
assets 
Sarney B 


30x 66, Tranquili = & 
assets $687.50; ref 
M. Sate ; 


& t/a Blue 

Shop, 148 | 

liab. $10,- 
Tans 


MI vino S, Robert Edward, ind. 
and Whi te Sweet and Sport 
Boonton Rd., Wayne; vol.; 
338; assets $4,482.91; refr. L 
solr. Samuel B. Feld; 3-28. 

POLCSAN, Carl, 1006 Sunset 
dale; vol.; refr. L.T. & F.; 
Kk. Vittori; 3-25. 

POLOSAN, Wynne 
dale; vol refr. 
E. Vi ttori; 3-25. 

KAjward J., 

vol.; liab. 


By EP ard 


Dr., 
solr. 


Somer 
Frank | 


Somer- 


1006 Sunset Dr., 
. Frank | 


L.T. & F solr. 





Fi., 
assets 
iwirth 


84 Lincoln 
$23,636.50; 
Leo Ne 


ROHMANN, 
Irvingto: 
$850; refr. L 
3-22. 

SAYREVILLE 

ill Rd. 


solr. 


ard Co., Inec., Jernee 
Chap. XI; refr. L.T 
M. & M., & Barshay 


Paper By 
Sayreville; 
. Kleinberg, 








Dominick 140 Mott St., 

Trenton; vo $1,782.91; assets 
$628; refr I solr. Peter 
sSonanni; 5-22 

SOLLITTO William, 240 Paterson Ave 
East Rutherford; vol.; liab. = 360.95; 
assets $1,000; refr. L.T. & F.; sol Feder 
& R.; 3-24, 

apres S, Emmanuel, 390 Washington Ave., 
Bell lle; Chap. XI; liab. $45,706.57; 
ass 7,085; refr. L.T. & F.; solr. Allan 
L. Tt imarkin ; 3-24 

WALL, Edward, 396 Thomas St., Perth 
Amboy; vol.:  liab $14,566.81; assets 
$4,102.60; refr. L.T. & F.; solr. I. Oscar 


Spevack; 8-25. 








NEW 


UNIC 





COMPLETE 1 BOOK 


re esmanshiP 


Quality Cc er Boo 


ctions-10 
Integrate 


@ Finest 
@ Three 
@ fully 
Reduces 


@ Space pred 
sioroge 
@ Easily 


Ber 


d By-tow* 
a ertificate 


New and already in demand, 
Corporate Outfit Library solves the 
offices. 


Because of its compaci format, Al 
fequirements with 60% 
printing and engraving specifications 


The Approved, Compact All-State 


Self-Contained 


ORP 






CORPORATE OUTFIT 


including 
FOLD-AWAY 
SEAL* 
























3 DIFFERENT 








OUTFITS 
STARTING AT 

* Optional 
Gold Lettering $1.00 $15.00 


Printed Minutes $1.00 


the Unicorp completely integrated 


time and space problem in many 


|-State’s Unicorp fills all corporate 


less bulk—and is produced with the same high 


as the standard corporate outfit. 


Write or phone for all necessary data. 


Shipped prepaid within 5 hours. 





(On Orders Received by Noon) 


MArket 4-5577 


ALL-STATE orrice suppty co. 


502 HIGH STREET @ NEWARK 2,N. J. 





| court judges in 5th class counties 


Haw- | 


solr. | 


Bills Introduced 


Senate 
The following bills were intro- 
duced in the Senate: 

S-183 Dumont. To grant ten- 
ure for municipal magistrates 
after ten years service; pre- 
scribes the manner in which 
such ten years service shall be 
;computed. (Jud.) 

S-184 Stout. To provide for 
|two full-time county district 





| with a population of over 220,000. 
| (Jud.) 

S-191 Crane. Amends the 1953 
|Fees and Costs Act to provide 
jthat in mortgage foreclosure 
|suits where the plaintiff is the 
successful bidder at a price not 
‘}in excess of the amount of the 
judgment, that the sheriff shall 
|be entitled to a charge on all 
sums exceeding $1,000 on such 
| excess, 14 of 1 per cent. (R&AofL) 
| S-192 Crane. To permit late 
charges to be made in connec- 


(Gon with mortgages on real 
|property where an installment 
lis overdue. (R&AofL) 

Assembly 


The following bills were in- 
troduced in the Assembly: 

A-594 Tate, Lindeman & Ever- 
ett. To amend the Corporation 
Act with reference to money 
loans to stockholders; excepts 
small business investment com- 
panies as defined in the Act of 
Congress entitled “Small Busi- 
ness Investment Act of 1958.” 
(BA) 

A-595 Crabiel. To amend the 
municipal Planning Act of 1953 
with reference to the approval 
of plats, maps, plans of land, 
etc. (SC&MG) 

A-597 Crabielé& Everett. A gen- 
eral revision regulating the fil- 
ing of maps, charts and surveys 
of lands. (SC&MG) 


When Corporations Go 
Public, Buy, Sell or Merge 
Topics For April Forums 


The New York Practising Law 
Institute will conduct two for- 
ums in early April featuring 
panel discussions by groups of 
experts. When Corporations Go 
Public will be held on Thursday, 
April 7; Buying, Selling and 
Merging Businesses on Friday 
and Saturday, April 8 and 9. 
Both will take place at the Stat- 
ler Hilton Hotel in New York 
City. Sessions will be held from 
9:30 a.m. to 5 p.m. 

When Corporations Go Public | 

will present a panel of 9 experts 
who will discuss each major step | 
in a typical public stock offering, 
with detailed analysis of the 
business, legal and tax aspects. 
Among the topics to be covered 
are motives and objectives of 
the controlling shareholders; al- 
ternative sources of money; 
functions, compensation and 
safeguards in dealing with find- 
ers; selecting the underwriter; 
disclosure problems; pricing and 
distribution; Blue Sky problems 
and the role of the SEC. 
| Buying, Selling and Merging 
Businesses will analyze the legal, 
tax and financial problems in 
|acquisitions, sales and mergers. 
|The Friday session will present 
| panel discussions by experts on 
the factors which affect the de- 
cision to buy, sell or merge. The 
Saturday session deals with the 
agreements and procedures em- 
| ployed in carrying out the trans- | 
actions. Among the topics to be | 
discussed are analysis of values; | 
the role of accountants; pur- | 
chase of assets vs. purchase of | 
stock; mergers vs. sales; closings; | 
book value; depreciation pat- 
terns; future economies; basis of 
|assets; “boot”; dealing with dis- 
senters; franchises and other 
special assets; Figo 
|'and warranties; handling cash 











installment payments. 

| Program and registration de- 
tails may be obtained from the 
| Practising Law Institute, 20 Ve- | 
| sey Street, New York 7, N. Y. 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
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CLASSIFIED ADVERTISING 





EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 


FOR RENT 





ATTORNEY—SOME TRIAL EXPERIENCE 
for Passaic County office of single prac- 
titioner—general practice with emphasis on 
negligence—opportunity for permanent asso- 
ciation—submit qualifications. Box 254 


ACTIVE MIDDLESEX COUNTY OFFICE 

seeks able, aggressive and experienced 
trial attorney to handle preparation and trial 
of negligence cases. Unusual opportunity for 
right man. Please state age, experience and 
salary desired. Box 256. 


ATTORNEY WITH SOME EXPERIENCE 
for office engaged in general practice. Good 
opportunity for future. Box 257 











LAW CLERK WANTED FOR AC TIVE LAW 
in Newark. Write ng resume of 
nd and date of availability. Box 275. 


FULLY EXPERI- 
modern air-condi- 
week, $90.00 to 








SECRETARY—LEGAL 
enced IBM typewriter, 

35 hrs per 

3-1948. 





eS 








ll WOR K IN ORANGE 
n th some title experi- 
Phone ‘Ghenn ze 7-2120. 












30x 276. 


EMPLOYMENT WANTED 


EXPERIENCED INSURANCE CLAIM IN- 
vestigator, young, legal background, desires 
full time connection with trial firm. Box 267. 


, ADMITTED N.Y. AND N.J. 
Good schol- 
in Newark 











ATTORNEY, 31 

Four years general experience. 
astic record. Seeks association 
law office. Box 268. 


ATTORNEY — DESIRES POSITION WITH 
idual Practi tioner or Law Firm with 
30x 270. 


YOUNG ATTORNEY WITH OWN OFFICE 

in Red Bank, Monmouth County area, de- 
sires employment on case or time basis. 
SHadyside 1-4854. 














8 YEARS DIVERSI- 
estates and 
J. and 


ATTORNEY, YOUNG, 

fied experience in corporations, 
phases of litigation. Admitted N. 
- Box 277. 


all 
Es 





MATURE; EXPERIENCED 
yn in Essex, Passaic or nearby 


ATTORNEY ; 


desires positic 











yunty. Box 278. 
FOR RENT 

MODERN, PROFESSIONAL OFFICES 

across from Hudson County Adminis- 
tration Bldg., Jersey City. Propose to 
establish aoe associatio enc< mpassi ng 
principal fields. Share stenograph ¢ pool | 
— sects ve library. Fully air cond. 





ovated. Replies confidential. | 
ld. OLdfield 3-0050-1. 


id newly rer 


| 
frente ars Gui | 








IN LAWYER'S SUITE— 


” JOM 
Rent reasonable. Opportunity 








ATTORNEY HAS OFFICE SPACE—opy 
trally located, Newark, am A8s0ciy 
tion, share expenses. Box 247 


PRIVATE OFFICE IN LAWYER'S Sit 
10 Commerce Ct. Bldg. M sad Conditions 
Under $100. MArket 2-140 


BOOM IN LAW OFFICE. SHARE SEppp 
tarial service. Room 1309, 60 Park Puy 
MA 2-0783. 


OFFIC ES 

















TO 
4 






, 1960. 
al purposes 
‘o.—MI 2-15{ 


The “He: rbert H Eber 


OFFIC 













'E SPACE FOR RENT—UNU 
Attorneys rehabilitating 
ing almost adjacent 

ing for own use—have two _ 
, $90. and ue Ag $75 
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parking fac 
OFFICES 


nd train 
d 


excellent 


i) ATE 











MASONIC TEMPLE 
; pt, Hillside, Nev 


— SIDE 
rth Br 





» offi e@ OF Suites ite 
Call WAverly 3-4017 





FOR SALE 


PERFECT CONDITION 
Secundum complete, ~ 





Ket pars 





tes An 
to date. 
MArket 


INFORMATION WANTED > 


notated mplets 





383-2000 








The undersigned desires information as: 
the whereabouts of ANNA F. BURR wa 
formerly resided at 145 Glenwood Aveny 
— ynia, New Jersey, and was married to tb 

2 E. E. Burr, a “me gored of the Bar of this 
prow Mrs. Burr is a witness to a will whi 
the undersigned desires fs offer for probat 





Any person having knowledge of 


abouts of Mrs. Burr should conta 
indersigned. 
James A. Major 
241 Main Street 
Hackensack, N. J 
Telephone: DlIamond 


2-050 





SERVICES FOR LAWYERS 





| CITATIONS of cases in point furnished, 
$15 per point; emergency or excerpting 
services extra 

Sam Weiss, 

749 Scot! _ Rd 

Orange, N. 

ORange 6- bi: 22 











al work. Box 274. 

GENEALOGY: HEIRS AND ABSENT Dz 
Announcements fendants located; affidavit of in ; 

Se ee plied. Low fees. Excellent referen 
: : = B. Handlon, 243 Greylock Parkway, Bele 

sneer py “5 ee 1S NOW EN- | ville 9, N. J. Tel. PLymouth 9-4169 
aged in r pa ore 
Gagee t i or of law in HANDWRITING EXPERT, EXAMINER 
association with William Ryan,| disputed documents. J. Howard Hariy 
Suite 212-214, 1060 Broad St., ee Row, New York 38, N.Y. Barelay 


Newark 2. 


The firm name of Evans, Hand 
and Evans has been changed to 
Evans, Hand, Evans, Allabough 
& Amoresano. The firm’s offices 
will continue at 129 Market St., 
Paterson. 

William W. Evans, Jr. has be- 
come a partner and W. Fletcher 
Hock, Jr. has become associated | 
with the firm. 





Hugh C. Spernow and John F 
Geaney, Jr. have formed a part- 
nership for the general practice 
|of law under the firm name of 
| Spernow & Geaney with offices 
at 119 Ellison St., Paterson 1. 


Myron S. Harkavy will become 
a member of the firm of Harkavy | 
& Lieb, 60 Park Place, Newark, 
on April lst. Bruce A. Tritsch 
will continue as an associate of 
the firm, which will continue its 
present name. The other mem- 
bers are Abraham I. Harkavy | 
and Jerome S. Lieb 


| IT. AL a 









HANDWRITING & porciigrani EX 


qualified examiner: 
trated. Hanna F. Sul ner, 35 > 
Jackson Heights 72, N.Y.@. ILlin 





HEIRS—IMMEDIATE CASH ON I 
and trusts. Attorneys recognized 

Sanger, 51 Chambers Street, New Yo 

BEekman 3-7435. 

CAMINER AND ABST! 

CHarter 6-1830 or I 

swick, N. J. JACOB GOEE 















TITLE SE ARC HER AVAILABLE TO MAE 
Union, Essex, Hudsen Morr é] 
iddlesex pouns es. Community 

Co., + 35 West 5th Ave., Roselle, 













ASSISTANCE 2 
ries invita 
reet, New 


FOR 
Italy, inqui 
1060 Broad St 


LAW 





ig 
- MArket 3-7 


WANTED TO PURCH. ASE 
oe era IN PURCHASING 
nd | mortgages at a discoust 








WE ARE 
first or 
Atte orneys 
fee paid. 
Newark, 







sect 
egal ees protected and finde 

Fe derat ted M rtgage, 60° Par 

N.J. Telephone MlItchell 3 








CREDIT REPORTS: 


NEW JERSEY BUREAUS 


WILLIAM C. FAY, General Manager 
MAIL: Box 643, Newark 1, N. J. 
PHONE: MUrdock 8-5444 
WIRE: Union, N. J. 

















Lawyers 


OF NEW 
Organized byN.J. Lawyers « 


PATERSON ® Toms 


15 MARKET ST. NEWAR 


Preferred By Lawyers Over 30 Years 


For Our Unique Personal Service 


TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY 


Title Insurance Agencies In 
FREEHOLD @® MorristOWN @ New BRUNSWICK 


BERGEN COUNTY OFFICE: 65 HUDSON ST., HACKENSACK 


-Elinton 


JERSEY 
Operated for N.J. Lawyers 


RivER @ TRENTON 


k, N. J. Mitchell 2-7875 


























